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Abstract 
 
The Role of Educational Leaders in Allocating Funding: A Multisite Case Study 
 
 
Curtis W. Smith, Ed.D. 
Drexel University, June 2017 
Chairperson: Salvatore Falletta, Ed.D. 
In the state of California, economic uncertainties have made educational funding and 
student achievement a controversial topic.  The recent adoption of the Local Control 
Funding Formula to address the state’s overly complex and administratively costly school 
finance system suggests it is critical that educational leaders are prepared to make 
difficult budget decisions while maintaining a focus on increasing student achievement.  
The purpose of this case study was to clarify the decision-making process educational 
leaders use when allocating funding.  The following research questions were explored: 
(a) How do school administrators describe their decision making processes and steps in 
allocating funding?, (b) What are the factors that influence school administrators when it 
comes to allocating funding?, and (c) How does student achievement factor into budget 
decisions?  To provide critical background information for this case study, the three 
streams of research reviewed were: (a) the allocation of funding in public education, (b) 
the role of school administrators, and (c) the relationship between school funding and 
student achievement. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Research 
Introduction to the Problem 
Educational funding has been a source of controversy, research, and debate for 
many years.  A number of researchers have studied the degree to which education 
funding increases student achievement.  Hanushek (1996) argued that educational 
funding had minimal impact on student achievement.  Hanushek (1981, 1986, 1989a, 
1989b, 1991, 1996, 1997) also has shown that in some instances educational funding had 
a negative impact on student achievement data.  However, using the same variables, 
Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine (1996a, 1996b) argued that educational funding did have 
a positive impact on student achievement.  In the Greenwald et al. studies (1996a, 
1996b), the researchers identified the amount of funding necessary to positively impact 
student achievement. 
In the state of California, economic uncertainties have made the topic of 
educational funding and student achievement a platform for political agendas and policy 
reform.  Recently, in response to the inequitable distribution of school funding, Governor 
Jerry Brown proposed the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) to address 
California’s overly complex, administratively costly school finance system (California 
Department of Finance, 2013).  Over 1.3 million of California’s K-12 students are 
English learners (EL) or come from low socioeconomic status households, which are 
more costly to educate (California Budget Project, 2013).  The LCFF is intended to 
provide more resources to students with greater needs; make California’s education 
finance system more transparent, rational, and equitable; boost funding for the vast 
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majority of school districts; and ultimately give more decision-making power to local 
educational leaders (California Budget Project, 2013).  Therefore, it is critical that 
educational leaders be prepared to make difficult budget decisions while maintaining a 
focus on increasing student achievement.  Educational leaders should possess the skills 
necessary to effectively monitor school budgets while maximizing student achievement.       
Statement of the Problem to Be Researched 
Recent school financing reform in the State of California has created an 
environment where school administrators must make difficult decisions when allocating 
funding while maintaining a focus on improving student achievement.  
Purpose and Significance of the Problem 
The purpose of this case study was to clarify the decision-making process 
educational leaders use when allocating funding.  More specifically, this study examined 
the influences that affect educational leaders’ decisions when determining funding 
allocations.  Many factors may influence the allocation of funding; however, a Local 
Education Agency (LEA) and a school site are evaluated primarily on their ability to 
increase student achievement, as measured by the Academic Performance Index (API).  
Although the topic of educational funding and student achievement has been explored 
through various methods over time, the newly proposed LCFF and the adoption of the 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) in California make this study valuable for both 
veteran and newly appointed educational leaders.  This study identified the critical 
processes used by educational leaders to allocate funding to increase student achievement 
through a qualitative approach of data collection, which differs from most studies that 
employ primarily quantitative methods (Hanushek, 1981, 1986, 1989a, 1989b, 1991, 
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1996; Greenwald et al., 1996a, 1996b).  Additionally, this study enables future 
educational leaders to better understand funding allocations and allow school districts to 
allocate funding more effectively in order to increase student achievement.  
Educational finance reform and the accountability of No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB; 2002) raised expectations for increasing achievement for students from various 
subgroup populations.  It has become even more critical to examine the process of 
allocating funding to increase student achievement.  Understanding the decision-making 
process involved when allocating funding and the ultimate impact on increasing student 
achievement, as measured by the API of a LEA, assists the LEA implement policy that 
directly impacts student achievement.   
The myriad research studies that have addressed educational financing and 
student achievement have not provided consistent results (Hanushek, 1981, 1986, 1989a, 
1989b, 1991, 1996; Greenwald et al., 1996a, 1996b).  Educational leaders and 
policymakers need to better understand the connection between financing and student 
achievement.  This study’s examination of the process for allocating funds to support 
student achievement better informs educational leaders and policymakers when making 
appropriate funding decisions.  Therefore, this focused research was needed to explore 
the process of allocating funding and the guidelines school administrators use when 
determining funding decisions and their impact on student achievement.  
Research Questions Focused on Solution Finding 
This study sought to: (a) identify how the allocation of school funding impacts 
student achievement and (b) investigate the process an LEA uses when allocating funding 
to increase student achievement.  The following research questions were explored: 
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1. How do school administrators describe their decision-making processes and 
steps in allocating funding?  
2. What are the factors that influence school administrators when it comes to 
allocating funding? 
3. How does student achievement factor into budget decisions?  
The Conceptual Framework 
The Researcher Stances 
As a researcher who considers himself a pragmatist, I felt free to choose the 
methods, techniques, and procedures of research that best met my needs and purpose 
(Creswell, 2013).  As a pragmatist, I believe in using multiple methods of data collection 
in order to best answer the research questions of the study.  Furthermore, I was most 
concerned with finding the practical implications of my research and conducting research 
that best addressed the research problem (Creswell, 2013). 
In addition to pragmatism, I also would consider myself a moderate social 
constructivist, as I seek to understand the world in which I work (Gergen, 2009).  Due to 
the unique culture within every school district, I believe in focusing on the context in 
which individuals work to better understand the historical and cultural setting of the study 
participants and ultimately interpret how this context influences their decision making 
(Gergen, 2009).  
As a pragmatist and moderate social constructivist, I acknowledge that my 
background and experiences influence my research, including my methodological 
decisions.  I was fully aware I needed to bracket myself so as to not influence the 
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perspectives and beliefs of the study participants nor bias the analysis in the data 
collection process.   
Finally, in addition to the paradigms of pragmatism and social constructivism, 
which framed my research, my worldviews are also influenced by my professional 
background in education and my perspectives of K-12 education.  Having worked as an 
educational leader in California for the past ten years, I have an appreciation for the 
difficult task of managing a budget with the primary objective of increasing student 
achievement.  For this reason, the role of the educational leader in allocating funding to 
increase student achievement, the topic of this study, was of particular interest to me.  I 
believed understanding the process educational leaders use when allocating funding 
would better inform leaders during this time of budget reform in California and provide 
the best opportunity for increasing student achievement. 
Conceptual Framework 
To provide critical background information for this case study, three streams of 
research are presented in the literature review of Chapter 2.  These three streams are: (a) 
the allocation of funding in public education, (b) the role of educational leaders, and (c) 
the relationship between school funding and student achievement.  The relationship 
between each of these streams is depicted in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Relationship between the three streams of research. 
 
 
 
Allocating Funding in Public Education 
Financing for education has a long history in the United States dating back to 
1642 (Brimley, Verstegen, & Garfield, 2012).  Since then, legislation has been passed to 
allocate funding to schools to educate children.  In the early 1900s, Ellwood Cubberley 
(1906) exposed the problems and setbacks with the local funding.  Cubberley’s 
philosophy ultimately led to the Strayer and Haig Foundation Program designed to 
equalize educational opportunity for all students (Brimley et al., 2012).  This model was 
the primary tool for funding public education throughout the 1900s until school funding 
changed after a notable California lawsuit.  
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Serrano v. Priest (1971), which was upheld by the California Supreme Court in 
1976, stated that the rights of students in low-wealth districts were violated under the 
state Constitution’s guarantee of equal protection because they were being denied an 
equal education opportunity.  This court decision changed the way schools were financed 
in California and across the nation from a model based on local property taxes to a model 
controlled by the state.  In California, a revenue limit-funding model was established with 
the objective of ensuring school districts received additional funding over time (Canfield, 
2013).  The revenue limit funding ensured low-wealth districts would receive a higher 
adjustment in an effort to equalize funding.  However, for the state of California to 
provide a free public school system for each district and ensure the distribution of 
revenue was equitable, several pieces of legislation where passed, which further 
complicated the funding model in the state.  
Most recently, California’s Governor Jerry Brown proposed a new funding model 
for California, which school districts called the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF).  
The Governor’s LCFF was designed to address the inequalities in school finance in the 
state of California (California Budget Project, 2013) and would, “provide more resources 
to students with greater needs; make California’s education finance system more 
transparent, rational, and equitable; and boost funding for the vast majority of school 
districts” (p. 20).  Furthermore, the LCFF would provide school districts with greater 
authority over the use of resources (California Budget Project, 2013).  While the 
proposed LCFF does rely on formulas to calculate funding allocations, these formulas are 
far less complex than previous funding formulas.  
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The Role of Educational Leaders 
Early research suggested that educational leaders had little to no impact on 
student achievement.  Bennett (1987) referred to these educational leaders as the “blob” 
of education because they simply absorbed funding with no impact on student 
achievement.  However, district and site leadership does matter, as reported by Waters 
and Marzano (2006); DuFour and Marzano (2011); Sorenson and Goldsmith (2006); and 
Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, and Anderson (2010).  According to Waters and Marzano 
(2006), a statistically significant relationship, with an effect size of .24, exists between 
district leadership and student achievement.   
As the impact of educational leadership on student achievement has become more 
evident, policymakers have placed more pressure on principals to be successful.  
However, pressure has been exacerbated due to the large number of responsibilities 
required of a principal.  Therefore, developing principals through extensive principal staff 
development is, “essential to effective district leadership” (DuFour & Marzano, 2011, p. 
46), which ultimately impacts student achievement.  Additionally, shortcomings of 
formal education or training for educational leaders further highlight how effective 
leadership in the central office is critical to student achievement.  Superintendents and 
assistant superintendents cannot rely solely on the certification an individual earns from a 
university or leadership training program as an assurance of a principal’s effectiveness.  
School Funding and Student Achievement 
The topics of school funding and student achievement have been a focal point in 
education for a long time.  The Coleman Report (Equality of Educational Opportunity, 
1966) found that the strongest factor impacting a student’s performance in school was the 
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student’s family background, not the amount of money spent on the student’s education.  
While numerous studies have examined the role that funding plays in the equity of the 
educational system and how it impacts student achievement (Hanushek, 1989a, 1989b, 
1991, 1996, 1997; Hedges, Laine, & Greenwald, 1994a, 1994b), results have been mixed 
and have led to controversy.  Further complicating the relationship between school 
funding and student achievement is the shift in budget making decisions from traditional 
line-item budgeting to performance-based budgeting (Burckbuchler, 2008).   
Despite the mixed results of previous studies, new research (Hanushek, 2006; 
Odden, Archibald, & Fermanich, 2003; Roza & Hill, 2006) suggests that resource 
allocation is more important than how many resources were available for distribution.  
Hill, Roza, and Harvey (2008) further suggest that educators at the local level should be 
provided with the flexibility to allocate funds to meet the needs of their students without 
the restrictions of current regulations.  Additional flexibility and control at the local level 
allow educational leaders to make funding decisions in the best interest of the students 
they serve.  Ultimately, this can increase student achievement.   
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined in this section. 
Academic Performance Index (API) 
The API is a single number, ranging from a low of 200 to a high of 1000, which 
reflects a school’s, an LEA’s, or a student group’s performance level, based on 
the results of statewide testing.  Its purpose is to measure the academic 
performance and growth of schools.  The API was established by the PSAA, a 
landmark state law passed in 1999 that created a new academic accountability 
system for kindergarten through grade twelve public education in California.  The 
API is calculated by converting a student’s performance on statewide assessments 
across multiple content areas into points on the API scale.  These points are then 
averaged across all students and all tests.  The result is the API.  An API is 
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calculated for schools, LEAs, and for each student group with 11 or more valid 
scores at a school or an LEA. (California Department of Education, 2012, p. 4) 
 
English Learners (EL) 
An English learner (EL), a student who is identified as EL based on results of the 
California English Language Development Test (CELDT) OR a reclassified 
fluent-English-proficient (RFEP) student who has not scored at the proficient 
level or above on the CST or CMA in ELA three times after being reclassified. 
(California Department of Education, 2012, p. 22)  
 
Local Education Agency (LEA) 
A public board of education or other public authority within a state that maintains 
administrative control of public elementary or secondary schools in a city, county, 
township, school district, or other political subdivision of a state.  School districts 
and county offices of education are both LEAs.  Sometimes charter schools 
function as LEAs (EdSource, 2012). 
Numerically Significant Subgroup 
100 or more students with valid STAR Program scores OR 50 or more students 
with valid STAR Program scores who make up at least 15 percent of the total 
valid STAR Program scores.  A subgroup must be numerically significant in both 
the Base year and Growth year in an API reporting cycle to have subgroup growth 
and target information. (California Department of Education, 2012, p. 22) 
 
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged (SED) 
A student neither of whose parents have received a high school diploma OR a 
student who is eligible for the free or reduced-price lunch program, also known as 
the National School Lunch Program (NSLP). (California Department of 
Education, 2012, p. 22)  
 
Student Groups 
For API reporting purposes student group refers to ethnic/racial, 
socioeconomically disadvantaged, English learner (EL), and SWD subgroups.  
Student groups used in API calculations include: Black or African American, 
American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Filipino, Hispanic or Latino, Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, White, Two or More Races, Socioeconomically 
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Disadvantaged, English Learners, and Students with Disabilities. (California 
Department of Education, 2012, p. 22)  
 
Students with Disabilities (SWD) 
A student who receives special education services, has a valid disability code OR 
a student who was previously identified as special education but who is no longer 
receiving special education services for two years after exiting special education. 
(California Department of Education, 2012, p. 22)  
 
Assumptions, Limitations, and Delimitations 
The researcher held several assumptions that may have influenced this study.  The 
first assumption is that all participants interviewed provided honest answers despite the 
professional working relationship the researcher had with each of the interviewees.  
Secondly, all administrators were ethical in their allocation of funding.  Therefore, all 
administrators acted in the best interest of students in increasing their level of 
achievement.  Thirdly, no high school administrators participated in this study. In 
addition, only midsize school districts, those defined as having between 1,001 to 5,001 
Average Daily Attendance (ADA), participated in this study.  Finally, full access to the 
district for purposes of this study was granted to the researcher.  In addition, an obvious 
limitation to this study was sample size, which is the norm in most studies employing 
qualitative methods.  
Summary 
As mentioned, a number of studies have researched the relationship between 
educational funding and student achievement.  Despite these efforts, inconsistencies in 
the research results, variables used in the studies, and the complexity of the budgeting 
issues have made it difficult to make comparisons across the studies.  In the state of 
California, the new funding formula combined with the implementation of the CCSS 
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required educational leaders to analyze the steps they take when allocating funding.  
Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the LEA and educational leaders to increase student 
achievement as measured by the API.  Knowing the factors that influence funding 
decisions and their long-term impact on the API will better prepare current and future 
educational leaders to make decisions that are best for all students and provide the most 
effective research results to aide educational leaders in making policy decisions.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Introduction to Chapter 2 
Increasing student achievement is the primary task of today’s educational leaders.  
Producing graduates that are college and career ready is a critical component of the 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS).  It is essential that educational leaders are 
prepared to make difficult budget decisions while maintaining a focus on increasing 
student achievement.  However, according to research, educational leader training 
programs have not adequately restructured their programs to incorporate a focus on 
school finance and the rapidly evolving K-12 education system (Darling-Hammond, 
LaPointe, Meyerson, & Orr, 2007; Levine, 2005).  Consequently, educational leaders do 
not possess the skills necessary to effectively monitor school budgets while maximizing 
student achievement.  The adoption of the LCFF gives more decision-making power to 
local educational leaders.  Identifying the particular skills and knowledge educational 
leaders should possess is a critical step toward understanding how to best prepare 
California’s next generation of school leaders. 
Conceptual Framework 
Effectively designing and operating school budgets to maximize student 
achievement are a critical responsibility of school administrators (Waters & Marzano, 
2006).  School administrators should possess the ability to make complex budgeting 
decisions while focusing on increasing student achievement.  The need for these 
leadership skills raises a number of questions this research sought to explore: 
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1. How do school administrators describe their decision-making processes and 
steps in allocating funding?  
2. What are the factors that influence school administrators when it comes to 
allocating funding? 
3. How does student achievement factor into budget decisions?  
As introduced in Chapter 1, the studies and research reviewed in this chapter 
triangulate around three closely related streams of theory, research, and practice: the 
allocation of funding in public education, the role of educational leaders, and the 
relationship between school funding and student achievement.  The relationship between 
each of these streams is depicted in Figure 2.  
 
 
Figure 2. Relationship between the three streams of research. 
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The first stream, the allocation of funding in public education, focuses on the 
history of funding in California’s public education system and highlights the increase in 
decision-making power given to local educational leaders.  The second stream, the role of 
educational leaders, examines the skills and competencies of educational leaders most 
closely associated with successful budget allocation while maintaining a focus on 
increasing student achievement.  The third stream, the relationship between school 
funding and student achievement, examines the specific challenges educators face in 
designing and operating a budget, with special consideration given to increasing student 
achievement.  Together, the streams provide a foundational understanding of the skills 
required by educational leaders who seek to effectively allocate funding while 
maintaining a focus on increasing student achievement.   
Literature Review 
Allocating Funding in Public Education 
Financing for education began in the Massachusetts colony in 1642.  Legislation 
was passed by the colonial legislature that required “certain men of each town” to 
determine whether children were being taught “to read and understand the principles of 
religion and the capital laws of the country” (Alexander & Salmon, 1995, pp. 7-8).  The 
legislation was further clarified in 1647, as educational purposes were defined and 
funding was mandated.  More specifically, this legislation noted that wages would be 
provided for a teacher of reading and writing for every town of 50 or more; every town of 
100 or more was required to provide a grammar school, and failure to do so resulted in 
penalties (Alexander & Salmon, 1995; Brimley et al., 2012).  
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In the late 1700s, the Federal government assisted localities in paying for 
schools by providing land grants under the Northwest Ordinances of 1785 and 1787, 
which were designed to foster education (Brimley et al., 2012).  The land provided under 
The Northwest Ordinances could be leased or rented with the proceeds to be used to 
support public schooling.  This model of local funding was the primary format for 
supporting schools until taxation became the accepted method of funding schools in the 
mid-to-late 1800s, despite proposed systems that would have provided assistance to the 
states (Wagoner, 2004). 
In the early 1900s, Ellwood Cubberley (1906) exposed the problems and setbacks 
with the local funding model of public education in his book, School Funds and Their 
Apportionment.  The book began with the essential issue, “One of the most important 
administrative problems of today is how properly to finance the school system of a state, 
as the question of sufficient revenue lies back of almost every other problem” (p. 3).  
Cubberley identified large inequalities of funding due to the states’ uniform demands for 
education without the cities’ and towns’ ability to equally meet the requirements.  To 
illustrate this point, Cubberley stated, “What is a slight effort for one community is an 
average load for another and an excessive burden for a third” (p. 201).  Cubberley 
concluded, “Direct state apportions to poor counties” were needed to “equalize 
educational advantages” (p. 203).  In 1923, George D. Strayer and Robert M. Haig, 
building upon Cubberley’s philosophy, introduced the Strayer and Haig Foundation 
Program to equalize educational opportunity for all students (Brimley et al., 2012).  The 
foundation program contained several features, including determining a funding amount 
to meet the basic, minimum education (the foundation) for the state; localities that 
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contributed to the uniform tax effort and wealthy districts would receive no state funds, 
and poor districts would receive state revenue but only up to a certain point (the 
foundational level) (Brimley et al., 2012).  This model was the primary tool for funding 
public education throughout the 1900s until school funding changed after a notable 
California lawsuit.  
In 1968, John Serrano, a parent of a student in a low-wealth school in the Los 
Angeles public school district, filed a suit against the state of California, naming State 
Treasurer Ivy Priest.  The case set forth three causes of action:  
1. California's method of funding public education because of district-to-district 
disparities, “fails to meet the requirements of the equal protection clause of 
the Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution and the 
California Constitution.” 
2. “[As] a direct result of the financing scheme, they are required to pay a higher 
tax rate than taxpayers in many other school districts in order to obtain for 
their children the same or lesser educational opportunities afforded children in 
those other districts.” 
3. [That] an actual controversy has arisen and now exists between the parties as 
to the validity and constitutionality of the financing scheme under the 
Fourteenth Amendment of the United States Constitution and under the 
California Constitution. (Public Advocates, 2016, para. 2) 
 
The initial ruling of Serrano v. Priest of 1971, which was upheld by the 
California Supreme Court in 1976, stated that the rights of students in low-wealth 
districts were violated under the state Constitution’s guarantee of equal protection 
because they were being denied an equal education opportunity (Serrano v. Priest, 1971).  
This changed the way schools were financed in California and across the nation from a 
model based on local property taxes to a model that was controlled by the state. 
Since the 1971 ruling, funding models have varied from state to state.  According 
to Verstegen (2011), major state funding formulas for public elementary and secondary 
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schools in the United States have consisted of one of four traditional finance models 
advanced from theorists in the early 1900s.  These models include the Foundation 
programs, District Power Equalization Systems (DPE), Full State Funding, and Flat 
Grants (Verstegen, 2011).  Additionally, some states have opted to combine formulas and 
incorporate a tiered system of allocating funding (Verstegen, 2011).  However, Verstegen 
discovered the majority of states, 38 out of 50, utilize the Foundation program when 
allocating funding.  Furthermore, one state, Hawaii, uses a Full State Funding formula; 
one state, North Carolina, uses a Flat Grant formula; three states use the District Power 
Equalization System formula; and seven states use a combination and or tiered system 
formula (Verstegen, 2011).  While examining the various funding formulas across the 
nation would prove informative, Verstegen pointed out, “in-depth research is needed on 
single state finance systems” (p. 24).  
California’s model for funding for public education.  In 1972, in response to 
the Serrano v. Priest (1971) ruling, California established revenue limit funding with the 
objective of ensuring school districts receive additional funding over time (Canfield, 
2013).  The revenue limit funding ensured low-wealth districts would receive a higher 
adjustment in an effort to equalize funding.  This predated the California Supreme 
Court’s ruling of 1976, which ordered that the property-wealth-related disparities 
between schools districts be reduced to an insignificant amount (Serrano v. Priest, 1976).  
The Serrano v. Priest case (1971 & 1976) culminated a large shift from a locally funded 
(cities and towns) to a state-funded education system, not only in California, but across 
the nation.  The previous model of local property taxes going to local school systems, 
which minimized the state government’s involvement in the distribution of revenue, was 
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no longer legal and required the state of California to take additional steps to ensure it 
was providing an equitable education to all of its pupils. 
For the state of California to provide a free public school system for each district 
and ensure the distribution of revenue was equitable, Proposition 13 of 1978 was 
officially named the People’s Initiative to Limit Property Taxation.  Proposition 13 is 
embodied in Article 13A of the Constitution of the State of California and the most 
significant portion of the act, which limits the tax rate for real estate, reads: 
Section 1. (a) The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on real property shall 
not exceed one percent (1%) of the full cash value of such property. The one 
percent (1%) tax to be collected by the counties and apportioned according to law 
to the districts within the counties. (JUSTIA US Law, 1978, para. 1) 
 
The state now had a model in place to equalize funding allocations to school districts.  
After Proposition 13 (1978) was passed, voters approved two additional school funding 
initiatives, the California State Lottery Act (California Legislative Information, 1984) and 
Proposition 98 (Constitution of the State of California, 1988). 
The California State Lottery Act (California Legislative Information, 1984) was 
designed to provide more money to schools without increasing or imposing taxes.  
According to the legislation, 34% of lottery revenues would be allocated to public 
education in an effort to supplement other funds provided by the state (California 
Legislative Information, 1984).  In 2010, The California State Lottery Act was amended 
due to the financial uncertainty in the state.  The amendment reallocated the revenues 
ensuring that public education would benefit from the amendment (Assembly Bill 142, 
2010).  Similarly, Proposition 98 (Constitution of the State of California, 1988) required 
that a minimum percentage of the state budget be spent on K-12 education.  Proposition 
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98 (Constitution of the State of California, 1988) was a result of the passage of 
Proposition 13 (Constitution of the State of California, 1978), which restricted property 
taxes to 1% of a home’s value, limiting the amount of local funds that could be spent on 
education.  Proposition 98 (Constitution of the State of California, 1988) guarantees an 
annual increase in education in the California budget. 
Further complicating the allocation of funding in California’s public education 
system are legislative factors such as the deficit factor, longer school day incentive 
funding, incentive funds for paying a minimum amount for beginning school teachers, 
free and reduced meals, Gifted and Talented student funding, summer school funding, 
Community Day program funding, charter school calculation adjustments, specific 
funding for different types of school districts (basic aid, necessary small schools, 
continuation school), and specific school districts, which all contribute to the overall 
revenue limit calculations (Canfield, 2013).  In addition to the revenue limit funds, the 
state also provides funding for specific purposes, called categorical funding.  Examples of 
categorical funds include class size reduction, special education, transportation, 
professional development, English learners, instructional materials, and safety (Canfield, 
2013).  Categorical funds have specific rules, which must be followed as outlined in the 
legislation associated with the categorical funding.  However, the Legislature temporarily 
removed the restrictions on many of the state categorical funds beginning in 2008 due to 
the economic uncertainties in the state. 
Most recently, California’s Governor Jerry Brown proposed a new funding model 
for California which school districts called the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF).  
The Governor’s LCFF was designed to address the inequalities in school finance in the 
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state of California (California Budget Project, 2013).  According to the California 
Budget Project (2013), the LCFF would, “provide more resources to students with greater 
needs; make California’s education finance system more transparent, rational, and 
equitable; and boost funding for the vast majority of school districts” (p. 20).  Research 
from the Getting Down to Facts (Loeb, Bryk, & Hanushek, 2008) report highlights that 
economically disadvantaged students cost at least 30% more to educate, concentrated 
poverty increases schools’ per pupil costs, and English learners cost at least 24% more to 
educate.  The LCFF also attempts to equalize district revenues to cover the additional 
costs of educating students from low-income families (California Budget Project, 2013).  
To create a funding model that is less complex, more rational, and equitable, formulas 
that date back to the 1970s and categorical programs must be reformed.   
According to the California Budget Project (2013), the Governor proposes 
eliminating nearly all categorical programs and allocating resources to school districts 
based on student needs.  Furthermore, the LCFF would provide school districts with 
greater authority over the use of resources (California Budget Project, 2013).  While the 
proposed LCFF does rely on formulas to calculate funding allocations, they are far less 
complex than the previous funding models.  For example, the state would provide school 
districts with a base grant, based on the number of students at various grade levels, a 
supplemental grant equal to 35% of the base grant for the unduplicated number of 
English learners and economically disadvantaged students in each school district, and a 
concentration grant equal to 35% of the base grant for the unduplicated number of 
English learners and economically disadvantaged students above 50% of the school 
district enrollment (California Budget Project, 2013).  Additionally, school districts 
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would have greater control of the allocation of these funds to best meet the needs of 
their students.  
In addition to the new LCFF, school districts will continue to have accountability 
measures in place to ensure monies are allocated to programs and services targeted to 
improve or increase services to students.  The new Local Control and Accountability Plan 
(LCAP) is required under LCFF from all LEAs.  The LCAP describes how the school 
district intends to meet annual goals for all pupils, with “specific activities to address 
state and local priorities” (California Department of Education, 2015, LCAP section, 
para. 1).  More specifically, the LCAP must: 
include a description of the annual goals to be achieved for all students and each 
subgroup for each state priority. Goals must address each of the state priorities 
and any additional local priorities; however, one goal may address multiple 
priorities. An LEA may identify which school sites and subgroups have the same 
goals, and group and describe those goals together. If a single goal requires longer 
than one year to implement fully, the LCAP should reflect the annual incremental 
actions, services, and expenditure, as well as the annual anticipated progress, that 
the district expects to achieve for each student group. These annual benchmarks 
will assist LEAs and the community to monitor the progress of the plan. 
(California Department of Education, 2015, LCAP section, para. 6) 
 
While the LCAP must include annual goals for a district, the specific actions included in 
the LCAP, or the annual update of the LCAP, must be consistent with strategies included 
in school plans that are submitted annually (California Department of Education, 2015).  
Therefore, goals and actions are aligned for all students and each student subgroup to be 
achieved for each state priority (California Department of Education, 2015).  
Based on the history of allocating funding for public education, reform efforts 
will likely continue in the near future.  California is an example of the transformation that 
could occur as states continue to work toward equalizing funding in order to address 
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achievement needs of all students.  Research has shown that school finance has 
remained largely unchanged since the early 1900s despite the increasing academic 
expectations for all students and the growth of a global economy.  While four funding 
formulas have dominated the allocation of funding for public education across the states, 
the literature suggests modernizing allocation formulas may be a critical component to 
improving America’s public education system.  
The Role of Educational Leaders 
According to Rost (1991), leadership is defined as, “an influence relationship 
among leaders and followers who intend real changes that reflect their mutual purposes” 
(p. 102).  This definition suggests that various members within the field of education can 
serve as educational leaders.  However, for the purpose of this study, educational leaders 
include the superintendent, assistant superintendents, site principals, assistant principals, 
and the fiscal services director.  According to Bennett (1987), these educational leaders, 
those who work outside of the classrooms, soak up resources and resist reform efforts 
without impacting student achievement, and are the “blob” of education.  This belief was 
reiterated when Bennett, Finn, and Cribb (1999) wrote: 
The public school establishment is one of the most stubbornly intransigent forces 
on the planet.  It is full of people and organizations dedicated to protecting 
established programs and keeping things just the way they are.  Administrators 
talk of reform even as they are circling the wagons to fend off change, or 
preparing to outflank your innovation . . . To understand many of the problems 
besetting U.S. school, it is necessary to know something about the education 
establishment christened the “blob” by one of the authors. (p. 628) 
 
Despite such words, district and site leadership does make a difference (DuFour & 
Marzano, 2011; Louis et al., 2010; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Sorenson & Goldsmith, 
2006; Waters & Marzano, 2006).  According to Waters and Marzano (2006), a 
  
24 
statistically significant relationship, with an effect size of .24, exists between district 
leadership and student achievement.  Furthermore, their research concluded that effective 
superintendents focus their efforts on creating goal-oriented districts (Waters & Marzano, 
2006).  Waters and Marzano (2006) identified five responsibilities of the superintendent 
that had a positive correlation on student achievement.  These responsibilities include 
“collaborative goal-setting,” “non-negotiable goals for achievement and instruction,” 
“board alignment and support of district goals,” “monitoring goals for achievement and 
instruction,” and “use of resources to support achievement and instruction goals” (pp. 3-
4).  As Waters and Marzano (2006) noted: 
Effective superintendents include all relevant stakeholders, including central 
office staff, building-level administrators, and board members, in establishing 
goals for their districts.  They ensure that the necessary resources, including time, 
money, personnel, and materials, are allocated to accomplish the district’s goals. 
(pp. 3-4)  
 
Effective superintendents and other district leadership are critical to the sustainability of 
student improvement (Lezotte, 2008).  In addition, effective superintendents and district 
offices provide “extensive teacher and principal staff development” (Waters & Marzano, 
2006, p. 16).   
As the impact of educational leadership on student achievement has become more 
evident, policymakers have placed more pressure on principals to be successful.  For 
example, in California, the Public Schools Accountability Act (California Legislative 
Information, 1999) threatens to fire principals as a possible consequence for ineffectively 
leading a low performing school.  Similarly, in Oregon, a portion of a principal’s salary is 
based on professional standards that linked to student achievement (Davis, Darling-
Hammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005).  These examples illustrate the increasing 
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acceptance that principal leadership has an impact on student achievement and they 
should be held accountable for improving the student outcomes (Davis et al., 2005).  
Despite this increased accountability, the role of the principal has grown to include an 
astounding array of professional responsibilities and competencies.  As Davis et al. 
(2005) noted: 
Principals are expected to be educational visionaries, instructional and curriculum 
leaders, assessment experts, disciplinarians, community builders, public relations 
and communications experts, budget analysts, facility managers, special programs 
administrators, as well as guardians of various legal, contractual, and policy 
mandates and initiatives. In addition, principals are expected to serve the often 
conflicting needs and interests of many stakeholders, including students, parents, 
teachers, district office officials, unions, and state and federal agencies. (p. 3) 
 
Developing principals through extensive principal staff development is “essential to 
effective district leadership” (DuFour & Marzano, 2011, p. 46).  As Louis et al. (2010) 
concluded: 
In sum, the analysis suggests that investment in the professional development of 
school leaders will have limited effects on efficacy and student achievement 
unless districts also develop clear goals for improvement.  On the other hand, 
setting targets and emphasizing responsibility for achieving them is not likely to 
produce a payoff for students unless those initiatives are accompanied by 
leadership development practices that principals perceive as helping them to 
improve their personal competencies. (p. 145) 
 
Clearly, developing principals is a critical component of being an effective educational 
leader, which ultimately impacts student achievement.    
Developing effective principals.  The knowledge base and the particular 
behaviors a principal brings to a school site are known as technical competency (Hughes, 
Ginnett, & Curphy, 2002).  While principals typically acquire some technical competency 
in the areas of curriculum, instruction, assessment, discipline, public relations, budget 
analysis, facilities, and legal, contractual, and policy mandates through formal education 
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or training, the majority of technical competency comes from on-the-job experiences 
(Yukl, 2001).  Therefore, knowing how to properly develop a principal’s skill set is 
critical for increasing student achievement (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012). 
Further highlighting the shortcomings of formal education or training for 
educational leaders is the fact that school districts are struggling to attract and retain 
highly qualified candidates for leadership positions (Knapp, Copland, & Talbert, 2003) 
and principals are often ill-prepared to organize schools to improve learning while 
managing all of the other demands of the job (Levine, 2005; Young, 2002).  While a 
shortage of highly qualified principal candidates across the nation is a great concern, this 
is not the case in every state.  For example, in California, there is not a shortage of 
certificated administrators, but a shortage of highly qualified principals who are willing 
to work in underserved communities and schools (Davis et al., 2005).  Davis et al. (2005) 
identified the underlying concern and noted: 
Despite the principal shortage, educational administration programs are 
graduating an increasing number of certified school leaders. Unfortunately, the 
processes and standards by which many principal preparation programs 
traditionally screen, select, and graduate candidates are often ill-defined, 
irregularly applied, and lacking in rigor. As a result, many aspiring administrators 
are too easily admitted into and passed through the system on the basis of their 
performance on academic coursework rather than on a comprehensive assessment 
of the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed to successfully lead schools. (p. 
4) 
 
This further highlights how effective leadership in the central office may impact student 
achievement.  Superintendents and assistant superintendents cannot rely solely on the 
certification an individual earns from a university or leadership training program as an 
assurance of a principal’s effectiveness.   
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Barnett (2004) conducted a study about how educational leadership programs 
could be improved.  The study surveyed school and district leaders for their opinions 
about the leadership training programs they attended.  Overall, the respondents indicated 
the leadership programs they attended did not adequately prepare them for the 
requirements of their leadership position.  Barnett (2004) concluded: 
A systemic overhaul must occur in leadership preparation programs. Formation of 
stronger ties between public education and universities, providing authentic and 
on-going school-based experiences, and less emphasis on management and more 
emphasis on instructional leadership will provide much of the framework around 
which leadership programs must be built. (p. 121) 
 
Several modernizations to the leadership training programs have been recommended, 
including creating collaborative partnerships between universities and school districts 
(Korach, 2011) and developing coaching or mentoring opportunities between future 
administrators and experienced school leaders (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006).  While 
creating collaborative partnerships and coaching opportunities for future principals is not 
a simple task, it appears it may be one option for developing well-prepared school 
principals (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006).   
Researchers are beginning to better understand the link between educational 
leaders and their impact on student achievement.  While earlier researchers found 
educational leaders had little to no impact on student achievement (Bennett, 1987; 
Bennett et al., 1999), more recent research has shown a significant correlation between 
educational leaders and their impact on student achievement (DuFour & Marzano, 2011; 
Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Louis et al., 2010; Sorenson & Goldsmith, 2006; Waters & 
Marzano, 2006).  However, this correlation has identified a greater concern: future 
educational leaders lack the skills and competencies needed to effectively lead a school 
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due to inadequate leadership training programs.  The literature suggests modernizing 
the principal training program to include more collaborative partnerships between 
universities and school districts and developing coaching opportunities between future 
administrators and experienced school leaders.  The literature also suggests that a critical 
component of effective leadership at the central office level comes from the goals and 
actions of the superintendent.  The literature identifies responsibilities of effective 
superintendents, which entail including building-level administrators in the establishment 
of goals for the district and ensuring that the necessary resources, including time, money, 
personnel, and materials, are allocated to accomplish those goals.  Additionally, the 
literature notes that effective superintendents provide principal development.  Finally, the 
literature suggests that developing educational leaders’ skills and competencies will 
positively increase student achievement.  
School Funding and Student Achievement 
The topics of school funding and student achievement have been the focal point 
of numerous studies since the publication of the Equality of Educational Opportunity 
Report (1966).  Published by the U.S. Department of Education and better known as the 
Coleman Report (1966), the study investigated the performance of the education system 
and its relationship to school funding.  The Coleman Report employed the production 
function approach to analyze school performance.  More importantly, the Coleman 
Report found that the strongest factor impacting a student’s performance in school was 
the student’s family background, not the amount of money spent on the student’s 
education.  The conclusion that school funding is not the most influential factor in the 
educational performance of a student was controversial in 1966 and remains controversial 
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in the current state of education (Venteicher, 2005).  Further muddying the impact 
school funding has on student achievement, numerous legal cases (Serrano v. Priest, 
1971; Rose v. The Council for Better Education, Inc., 1989) in the 1970s and 1980s 
reshaped school funding formulas to provide more money to low-wealth school districts 
to ensure an equitable education for all students.   
Numerous studies have examined the role funding plays in the equity of the 
educational system and how it impacts student achievement (Hanushek, 1989a, 1989b, 
1991, 1996, 1997; Hedges et al., 1994a, 1994b).  Hanushek (1996) performed a meta-
analysis of 90 previous studies, focusing on the relationship between school resources 
and performance.  Hanushek (1996), utilizing a vote-count method, found that 
approximately 83% of school resources did not have a significant positive effect on 
school performance.  Furthermore, Hanushek (1996) found that 74% of the models 
examined had no link between resources and performance and 7% had a significantly 
negative relationship.  However, Hedges et al. (1994a, 1994b) criticized Hanushek’s 
(1996) research and subsequently published several articles (Greenwald et al., 1996a, 
1996b) contending that the vote-count method did not effectively measure the influences 
of school resources on school performance.  Hedges et al. (1994a, 1994b) utilized an 
inverse chi-square significance test to measure the influences of school resources on 
school performance.  Hedges et al. (1994a, 1994b) found that the inputs used by 
Hanushek (1996), which he found did not impact educational performance, did positively 
influence school performance.  Furthermore, Hedges et al. (1994a) found that 
“expenditures are positively related to school outcomes” (p. 6) and concluded that a $500 
increase in per pupil expenditures would result in a 24% increase in student achievement.  
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More recently, research (Archibald, 2006; Burckbuchler, 2008; Loubert, 2008) has 
focused less on allocating more money to schools and has concentrated on answering the 
question: Are schools spending their money effectively?   
Smotas (1996) investigated the major decision-making criteria of school business 
leaders who identified the importance of 15 different criteria in budget-making decisions.  
The top five selected criteria were: (a) governing board policies, (b) collective-bargaining 
contract provisions, (c) state and federal regulations, (d) number of students affected, and 
(e) accreditation standards.  However, when school business officials were questioned by 
Burckbuchler (2008), the five most important budgeting decision-making criteria were: 
(a) state and federal laws and regulations, (b) accreditation standards, (c) employee 
compensation, (d) number of students affected, and (e) governing board fiscal policies 
and program quality and evaluation results.  It is important to point out that Smotas’s 
(1996) research was conducted prior to the implementation of the No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB, 2002), suggesting that the increased accountability of NCLB resulted in a 
shift of priorities when making budget decisions.  Burckbuchler’s (2008) case study 
examined chief business officers in school districts in Hampton Roads, Virginia and 
highlighted the changes in budgeting in a time of higher accountability and effective 
money budgeting.  Districts leaders are focused less on how much money they need and 
more on how to effectively allocate the money they do have by linking budget allocations 
to specific outcomes or results (Burckbuchler, 2008).  The shift from traditional line-
item, incremental budgeting to performance-based budgeting, which focuses on strategic 
plans and related goals to make funding decisions, was noted by a district business 
official, who commented: 
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I think we would be fooling ourselves if we didn’t realize that as the business 
officers of school divisions we impact student achievement.  The resources have 
to be present.  Now we know, research tells us the number one factor that 
influences student achievement is the quality of instruction.  Well, how do you get 
that quality of instruction into the classroom if you are unable to pay a 
competitive salary; how do you get that quality of teacher?  [What if] you are 
unable to have an adequate facility (we know what the research says about 
facilities and how they affect student achievement)?  So . . . it’s all back to 
making sure that you get the right resources, get them where they are needed, and 
get them into the appropriate areas.  And it has to be a focused effort…I think the 
focus of budget and the process in and of itself is becoming more and more 
important and it is absolutely linked in some way to student achievement.  You 
cannot deny it. (Burckbuchler, 2008, p. 115) 
 
Performance-based budgeting does not require more money.  Instead, the reallocation of 
current budgetary funds to activities that are research proven to increase student 
achievement enables school districts to do more with less (Burckbuchler, 2008). 
Venteicher (2005) replicated elements of the Hanushek (1996) and Hedges et al. 
(1994a, 1994b) studies and concluded, “Money, when spent on the appropriate factors, 
has been shown to improve the school performance of the K-12 education system” (pp. 
60-61).  Furthermore, Odden et al. (2003) encourage school systems to reallocate current 
school resources for more effective utilization.  Even Hanushek (2006) suggested that 
resource allocation was more important than how many resources were available for 
distribution.  Perhaps most importantly, Roza and Hill (2006) advocated for budget 
allocation decisions to be made at the local level to best meet the needs of students.  Hill 
et al. (2008) further recommended that educators at the local level be provided the 
flexibility to allocate funds to meet the needs of their students without the restrictions of 
current regulations.  Hill et al. (2008) suggested that to improve student achievement, 
educators eliminate many of the restrictive programs currently in place for funding in 
order to build upon programs that have worked.  James, Pate, Leech, Martin, Brockmeier, 
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and Dees (2011) highlighted the importance of schools spending their money 
effectively by stating: 
The unprecedented downturn in the nation’s economy has led to much uncertainty 
for school administrators . . . Now more than ever, educational resources must be 
used more effectively if student achievement goals are to be attained.  During this 
time, the issue of receiving additional resources for education is not practical.  
Educators must manage their current level of resources, and in many cases even 
work to reduce their current budgets, while attempting to maximize student 
achievement. (p. 8)  
 
Summary 
School funding and student achievement are complex issues with varying 
philosophies.  Research has shown that school finance has remained largely unchanged 
since the early 1900s despite the increasing academic expectations for all students and the 
growth of a global economy.  Outdated funding formulas have resulted in recent literature 
suggesting a modernization of allocation formulas may be a necessary component to 
improving America’s public education system.  
Additionally, the literature suggests that a critical component of effective 
leadership within a school district comes from the goals and actions of the 
superintendent.  The literature identifies responsibilities of effective superintendents, 
focusing on developing administrators and providing them with necessary resources, such 
as time, money, personnel, and materials.  The literature also suggests that developing 
educational leaders’ skills and competencies will positively increase student achievement. 
Finally, the literature recognizes the complexity of the relationship between 
school funding and student achievement.  Early research suggested that funding was not a 
factor for increasing student achievement.  However, more recent research identifies the 
importance of funding, but suggests a possible solution is not allocating more funding, 
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but providing flexibility to local educational leaders to allocate funding based on 
student need.  Undoubtedly, the focus on school funding and student achievement will 
continue to sharpen, as economic uncertainties limit school funding while accountability 
measures continue to increase.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter provides details about the overall methodology of this study and the 
specific methods and instruments used to collect and analyze the data related to the 
decision-making processes of educational leaders when allocateing funding with the 
purpose of increasing student achievement.  This study used a qualitative case study 
approach to learn about the decision-making processes educational leaders use to 
effectively allocate funding in a single K-8 public school district located in Northern 
California.  The case study approach was chosen because it enabled a deep investigation 
and understanding of the contemporary phenomenon.  In addition, the case study 
approach provided details within context and a rich description of the data (Merriam, 
2002).  The following research questions were explored: 
1. How do school administrators describe their decision-making processes and 
steps in allocating funding?  
2. What are the factors that influence school administrators when it comes to 
allocating funding? 
3. How does student achievement factor into budget decisions?  
The information presented in the following pages of this chapter provides further 
details about the study’s design and research approach.  More specifically, this chapter 
begins with the research design and rationale followed by the population and site 
descriptions.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of research methods and ethical 
considerations. 
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Research Design and Rationale 
This study used a qualitative, case study approach.  According to Merriam (2002), 
qualitative research is most suitable for inductive research where data are gathered to 
build theories and explain phenomenon rather than to deductively test a hypothesis.  In 
this study, qualitative research was used to understand the experiences of educational 
leaders in three school districts and to clarify the decision-making processes affecting 
their funding decisions.  Case studies are commonly used in the field of education to help 
explain current phenomenon and to explore a bounded system (in this case a school 
district) through in-depth data collection (Creswell, 2013).  
This case study involved multiple sites within a real-life contemporary setting 
(Yin, 2009).  Case studies are noted to provide a detailed description of a phenomenon 
and can be used to understand a specific problem (Creswell, 2013).  According to Yin 
(2009), a benefit of conducting a within-site case study is that it enhances the overall 
meaning derived from the case and the general lessons learned from studying the case. 
The rationale for this study’s research design was also based on several practical 
considerations.  First, all educational leaders face funding decisions.  Gathering in-depth, 
qualitative data from a targeted group of educational leaders provides a greater 
understanding of the influences affecting funding decisions and the complexities they 
face during the decision-making process.  Second, because there are so many school 
districts in the state of California with varying size, conducting a large scale quantitative 
study would not be feasible due to the scope of the districts.  The findings were used to 
inform the practices of educational leaders and identify professional development 
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opportunities to enhance the skills necessary to effectively design and operate school 
budgets to maximize student achievement.   
Site and Population 
Population Description 
The population of this study included educational leaders from three public school 
districts who oversee funding allocations while attempting to increase student 
achievement.  The three public school districts with a total of 14 schools in Northern 
California were selected through convenience sampling.  Educational leaders within the 
public school districts were selected through purposeful sampling to focus on the 
leadership decisions needed to effectively allocate funding to increase student 
achievement.  The educational leaders selected were in the position of superintendent, 
assistant superintendent, director of fiscal services, principal, or assistant principal.  
Tenures of the participants ranged in years of educational leadership experience.  All of 
the educational leaders interviewed as part of this study had overseen the allocation of 
funding at some level within the school district.  The majority of the educational leaders 
who participated in this study were former teachers.  At the time of this study, two 
participants never served in the role of teacher, but were asked to participate in this study 
because they played a significant role when allocating funding within the district.  
Overall, the data collected from the participating school district leaders focused on the 
decisions needed to effectively monitor school budgets while maximizing student 
achievement. 
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Site Description 
The K-8 public school district is near the northern tip of the San Joaquin Valley 
and is a suburban elementary district with a current enrollment of approximately 2,900 
students and 136 teachers.  The district covers 25 square miles and includes the eastern 
portion of a city with a population of approximately 200,000, a small community with a 
population of approximately 4,200, and adjacent farm areas.  The district currently has 
four K-6 elementary schools and a middle school (grades seven and eight) located in the 
eastern portion of the city.  The district also has one K-6 school located in the small 
community.  Three-fourths of district students live within the larger city limits.  District-
wide demographic information for these students included 57.7% Hispanic or Latino; 
28.0% White, not Hispanic; 5.1% African American; 4.0% Asian; and 5.2% Other 
Ethnicity.  Additional district-wide demographic information included 24.1% English 
Language Learners and 82% Eligible Free/Reduced Lunch.  The district had an annual 
operating budget of approximately $25 million. 
One of the K-12 public school districts is near the northern tip of the San Joaquin 
Valley and serves approximately 2,200 students in grades K-12.  School sites include a 
K-3 elementary school, a 4-5 elementary school, a 6-8 middle school, and a 9-12 high 
school.  The district serves a population of approximately 6,200.  District-wide 
demographic information for these students included 51.8% Hispanic or Latino; 45.1% 
White, not Hispanic; and 3.1% Other Ethnicity.  Additional district-wide demographic 
information included 24.3% English Language Learners.  The district had an annual 
operating budget of approximately $27 million. 
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The other K-12 public school district is also near the northern tip of the San 
Joaquin Valley and serves approximately 3,800 students in grades K-12.  The district 
comprises four schools, a K-3 elementary school, a 4-6 elementary school, a 7-8 middle 
school, and a 9-12 high school.  District-wide demographic information for these students 
included 39.4% Hispanic or Latino; 45.6% White, not Hispanic; 4.3% Asian; 2.5% Black 
or African America; and 8.2% Other Ethnicity.  Additional district-wide demographic 
information includes 14.3% English Language Learners.  The district has an annual 
operating budget of approximately $29 million.  
Site Access 
District approval was required prior to conducting the study since data reflecting 
leadership were collected.  This involved sending a formal letter to the superintendent 
and school board requesting access to the district, school sites, and educational leaders 
identified for this study.  To gain access to educational leaders, the most challenging task 
was finding availability and time to conduct the interview.  For this reason, a formal letter 
asking for participation was sent to the participants with ample time to schedule 
interviews.  Several dates and times were provided to eliminate the possibility of 
limitations.  In addition, interviews were scheduled at a location convenient to the 
participants.  Since the researcher of this study is also a member of one of the 
participating districts, hesitation to participate was eliminated with the assurance that all 
identifying information would remain confidential.  There were no additional challenges 
in acquiring any of the data for this study, as most artifacts reviewed are available to the 
public.  
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Research Methods 
Description of Each Method Used 
One-to-One semi-structured interviews.  Ten semi-structured interviews were 
conducted with educational leaders within the three public school districts in Northern 
California.  Semi-structured interviews were conducted at a location convenient to 
participants and each lasted approximately 45-75 minutes.  Follow-up questions were 
asked to further clarify statements throughout the interviews.  The structured protocol 
used during the interviews can be found in Appendix A.  Probing questions related to 
responses emerged based on initial responses.    
Instrument description.  Open-ended questions were utilized throughout the 
interviews that focused on understanding the central phenomenon of the study (Creswell, 
2013).  Additional probing questions were asked to further augment data from the 
interviewee.  Interview questions began with questions that pertained to the interviewee’s 
background, duties within the district, and experiences overseeing funding allocations.  
All questions focused on the educational leader’s perception of the decision-making 
processes when making funding allocations.  All interviews were transcribed then coded 
to identify emerging patterns or themes.   
Participant selection.  Participants were selected through a purposeful sampling 
strategy in order to collect the richest data.  Through purposeful selection, individuals 
were chosen based on their experience as an educational leader within the public school 
district setting.  Participants were chosen from the district and school site levels to gain 
an encompassing understanding of the influences educational leaders face when making 
decisions of allocating funding with the focus of increasing student achievement. 
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Identification and invitation.  To identify participants, purposeful sampling was 
conducted of the educational leaders within the district.  Participants were contacted by 
an email letter of invitation (see Appendix B).  Phone calls were made to the identified 
participants to answer any questions and provide introductory information regarding the 
research study.  The researcher and each participant coordinated a date, time, and place 
for the interview upon the individual’s agreement to participate.  At the beginning of each 
interview, the participant’s permission was secured through a consent form (see 
Appendix C). 
Data analysis procedures.  The first step in analyzing the collected data was to 
transcribe the recorded interviews.  Once the interviews were transcribed, Bloomberg and 
Volpe’s (2008) Process of Qualitative Data Analysis was used.  During the data analysis 
process, the interviews were reviewed and data were explored to identify key ideas.  
During this process, common patterns in the data were identified and used to code the 
data.  Categories and subcategories were created to organize the data into classifications.  
Finally, the findings statements, quotations, and summary of key findings were 
documented.  The presentation of this data is included in Chapter 4.  The final stage of 
the data analysis process involved synthesizing the findings and linking the results to the 
researcher’s own experiences in order to draw conclusions and develop 
recommendations.  The conclusions and recommendations are presented in Chapter 5.  
Data collection.  Data were collected through the use of interviewer notes, audio 
recording, and verbatim transcription.  Each interview followed the semi-structured 
interview protocol (see Appendix A). 
  
41 
Analysis of artifacts.  An extensive review of artifacts was conducted by 
gathering relevant artifacts related to funding allocations, training, and qualifications of 
the educational leaders within the public school district.  Educational leaders participating 
in this study were asked to share several artifacts including budget allocation reports, 
student achievement reports, and school site plans for improvement.   
Instrument description.  Artifacts that contributed to the understanding of the 
lived experiences of the educational leaders, as they clarified the decision-making 
processes when allocating funding, were analyzed for this study.  Specific reports 
included California Standards Test (CST) data to analyze student achievement, the Single 
Plan for Student Achievement (SPSA) report to analyze funding allocations to school 
sites and the goals and actions identified to increase student achievement, and funding 
allocation reports from the federal and state levels to analyze how the district allocates 
funding within the district.     
Participant selection.  Artifacts were selected through a purposeful sampling 
strategy to collect data that supplements the interview data collected.  Through 
purposeful selection, artifacts were chosen based on their relevance to the research 
problem.  Artifacts were chosen from the district and school site levels to understand the 
macro and micro funding allocations within the district.   
Identification and invitation.  Budget allocation reports, student achievement 
reports, and school site plans for improvement reports are available to the public via the 
Internet; thus, permission was not required.  However, these artifacts were requested 
from each participant in hopes of expediting the data collection process. 
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Data analysis procedures.  The data from the artifact review were analyzed 
using a multi-step process.  Similar to the analysis of the school interviews, the artifacts 
were analyzed using Bloomberg and Volpe’s (2008) Process of Qualitative Data 
Analysis.  Artifacts were reviewed to explore the data and formulate initial impressions.  
During the analysis, artifacts were classified into categories and subcategories, which 
were formulated to code the data.  The data from the artifacts were compared to the 
analyzed data from the interviews and observations.  The final step of the data analysis 
process was critical for triangulating the data and improving the study’s validity. 
Data Collection 
Data were collected through the use of Internet resources such as the California 
Department of Education, the U.S. Department of Education, and the district’s 
Department of Instructional Services.  Each artifact selected was used to enhance and 
clarify the data collected through other methods. 
Stages of data collection.  Data were collected and analyzed over a three-month 
period.  During this time, interviews were scheduled and conducted.  Concurrent to the 
interview process, artifact review was conducted on the budget allocation reports, student 
achievement reports, and school site plans for improvement.  These artifacts were 
gathered by the educational leader and delivered to the researcher.  After data were 
collected and individual analysis was performed, a more comprehensive examination 
between the data sets was conducted. 
Ethical Considerations 
To better understand the lived experiences of educational leaders as they make 
funding allocation decisions with the ultimate goal of increasing student achievement, 
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this study involved interviewing educational leaders within public school districts in 
Northern California.  Since the case study research was designed to collect, analyze, and 
publish the results, the district, school sites, and educational leaders involved in this study 
were kept anonymous.  Anonymity encouraged participants to provide the most candid 
responses to allow for the best understanding of the phenomenon being researched.  The 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) considered this research human subject research; the 
research required IRB certification and approval prior to the collection of data.   
The focus of this study was the decision-making process of educational leaders 
when allocating funding; thus interview questions were written to explore this focus.  
Therefore, it was not anticipated that any of the questions during the interviews would 
create an unusual level of discomfort or aggravation.  To convey this message, the 
researcher took steps to ensure an ethical approach was taken throughout the research 
process.  The researcher clearly explained to the educational leaders the purpose of the 
study, the methods and processes to be used to collect and analyze the data, and how the 
findings and results were to be used.  The participants were given multiple opportunities 
to ask questions to clarify their understanding.      
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Chapter 4: Findings, Results, and Interpretation 
Introduction 
This study was based on a multisite, case study approach involving educational 
leaders from three public school districts in California.  Data collected from the 
educational leaders from the three public school districts are presented in this chapter to 
address the overall purpose of this research: examining the role of educational leaders in 
allocating funding.  Data from each of the educational leaders from the three public 
school districts were collected using the following methods: (a) the one-to-one semi-
structured interviews of the educational leaders and (b) the analysis of relevant artifacts.  
Table 1 provides a breakdown of educational leader job classification with years of 
experience in the field of education.  
 
Table 1 
Educational Leader Job Classification and Years of Experience in the Field of Education 
Job 
Classification 
0-9 Years of 
Experience 
10-19 Years of 
Experience 
20+ Years of 
Experience 
Elementary 
School 
Administrator 
1 4 1 
Middle School 
Administrator 
 1  
District Office 
Administrator 
 2 1 
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Based on the analysis of the data collected, several major themes emerged.  
These themes are presented below: 
 Decision-making processes when allocating funding 
 Factors that influence funding allocations 
 Student achievement’s impact on budgeting decisions 
Findings 
Decision-Making Processes when Allocating Funding  
Educational leaders in this case study revealed several important steps to consider 
during the decision-making processes when allocating funding.  Some of these steps have 
been identified, explored, and documented in other research as being critical to the 
general decision-making processes while not focusing solely on allocating funding.  
Figure 3 lists the themes that emerged when examining the decision-making processes 
when allocating funding.  
 
  
Figure 3. Emergent themes for decision-making processes when allocating funding. 
Decision-Making 
Processes When 
Allocating Funding
The Importance of 
Collaboration
Identifying the 
Needs
Measuring the 
Effectiveness
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The importance of collaboration.  Educational leaders in all three public 
school districts in this study reported that collaboration was a significant element of the 
decision-making process when determining funding allocations.  Educational leaders 
reported that the new Local Control Accountability Plan (LCAP) has incorporated 
collaboration as a critical process when determining how funding should be allocated at a 
school site and within a school district. 
Really out of the priorities of the district and of the school, talking with teachers, 
working with school site council, working with my staff, and you know what are 
the goals for that year and really, you know, funding those items but part of my 
process is looking ahead and trying to see where potential problems will be in the 
future. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
I think it does come with experience in trying not to jump to conclusions or offers, 
you know, there are a lot of times that you hear somebody else is doing something 
and just because somebody else is doing it does not mean that you have to do it 
too. A lot of times you will get the publisher or whoever is sending you whatever 
and it sounds like a great deal, but take the time to run it through, whatever your 
protocol is, between your leadership team, check in with the key stakeholders, just 
run it through and think about it. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
I am working on the budget with them [district office administrators], probably 
three times a week we have a specific conversation . . . that is not the formal 
planning that is just the ongoing, what about this or that? (District Office 
Administrator) 
 
In addition to collaborating to determine how funding should be allocated at a 
school site and within a school district, educational leaders reported using collaboration 
as a professional development opportunity in order to be better informed about 
considerations prior to making decisions when allocating funding: 
I work real closely with the Fiscal Services Department and I think they are the 
experts so both in my other districts and here you make contact with those people 
[Fiscal Services Administrators] right away.  I like to check in monthly and I ask 
a lot of questions.  So I think that would be what I call on the job training.  Ask a 
lot of questions, you know, do not pretend to know it all.  I definitely rely on their 
advice, especially when it comes to accounts and where we could spend money 
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and move it around and those kinds of things . . . talk to colleagues, that would 
be fellow principals, talk to administrators, I do not hesitate to pick up the phone 
especially when I am concerned about that maybe my school is being left out of 
something or somebody else is using something and we are not.  Those kinds of 
conversations, with colleagues and even administrators above from the district 
office, talk with them, and those conversations always put it in a good perspective 
for me.  So I am able to then internalize it and still run it through my little 
protocol, whether it is something we need or not. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
Conferences are important.  The Association of California School Administrators 
(ACSA) conferences, ACSA academies are important.  Also School Services 
provides updates regarding funding, FCMAT also provides information on a daily 
basis regarding funding, so professional development or trainings, the trainings 
are not as important, I do not think, as actually staying abreast of daily 
information being provided regarding the ever changing funding processes. 
(District Office Administrator) 
 
County help; county help and webinars definitely help with the learning process. 
Attending workshops, board meetings, and CASBO has been one of the biggest 
influential workshops.  They are an organization that has provided in-depth 
knowledge as well as School Services. (District Office Administrator) 
 
I think almost all of my training has just been through the district so and more 
recently with the LCFF and how that has changed how schools are funded so we 
have had, probably been the most significant budget training I have had thus far. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Identifying the needs.  Educational leaders in all three public school districts in 
this study reported that identifying the needs within a district or within an individual 
school site was a significant element of the decision-making process when determining 
funding allocations.  Educational leaders reported that the new LCAP has incorporated an 
element for soliciting stakeholders’ perceived areas of need for the district and individual 
school sites.  These perceived needs are then incorporated into the LCAP for the district 
and each individual school site, which ultimately impacts how funding should be 
allocated at a school site and within a school district; however, identifying the critical 
needs can be a challenge: 
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Biggest challenge . . . equity.  The concept of equity versus equality and that all 
school and all children are considered equal yet with the diverse backgrounds of 
various students and various schools and their locations within the district, the 
challenges come between balancing equity and equality because certain schools 
need more money due to the clientele of students that have and then it is being 
transparent enough so that everyone within the system understands why the equity 
might not be equal but that all children receive funding which is equal. (District 
Office Administrator) 
 
So prioritizing is definitely one of the biggest challenges in making sure that you 
keep track of all of the things that you could probably be getting in order to then 
prioritize which ones you actually need over others, and I find that you just out of 
habit you don’t want to jump in and just buy things as soon as they are needed.  
Meeting the needs of the teachers I think is really important.  Some of those 
things can be accomplished with relatively low cost and teachers are very happy.  
And then the other one was the overall addressing the needs of the school. 
(Elementary School Administrator)  
 
The needs of the whole versus the needs of the outspoken.  Stakeholders of the 
school district or school site can also be considered special interest groups, which can 
influence the identification of needs.  However, at times, the identified needs of the 
special interest groups may be contrary to the identified needs of the district or school 
site, providing an added layer of challenge when allocating funding. 
Another thing is just not jumping to conclusions, take your time.  If somebody 
wants me to buy something today it is probably not necessarily the right thing to 
do.  And I think that is really important to just take your time on all – you know, 
in education a lot of things are very expensive. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
How am I going to justify copy paper for the secretaries?  Or how am I going to 
justify white board pens for me?  You know that sort of thing.  So I think it 
[LCFF] will be nice to have flexibility, but at the same time I think there is going 
to have to be – it seems as though the requirements for greater justification for 
everything we spend is just going to have to be more thoughtful. (Elementary 
School Administrator) 
 
Balancing the needs of the students with the needs of the special interest 
groups.  According to the California Department of Education (2015), “The LCAP is 
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required to identify goals and measure progress for student subgroups across multiple 
performance indicators” (People for Students Rights, 2015, para. 6).  Ultimately, the 
LCAP’s purpose is to allocate funding to increase student achievement.  However, this 
becomes a challenging task when attempting to balance the identified needs of the 
students with the identified needs of special interest groups, both internal and external to 
the school district. 
It is based on data, statistical data on student performance.  And also site needs.  
Some of those sites may have a greater deficiency in student performance so 
therefore we allocate extra money for staff, professional development, 
infrastructure, curriculum, supplemental materials. (District Office Administrator) 
 
Based on the needs of the students, based on the building compliance.  We also do 
walk-throughs through the campuses and if things are starting to look dilapidated 
or in bad shape we just look into it and then be in the process of our improvement. 
(District Office Administrator) 
 
Well the challenge has been how I get enough computer coverage under the new 
financing process as well as the whole new testing, the SBAC testing.  I want to 
have one-on-one [computers to student ratio] not that I want to issue computers, 
but that I have one available for every kid and just getting the funding to support 
that objective has been huge.  In addition, our district has established reading as a 
high priority item and I have discovered because of some testing we did at the end 
of last year that I have some really, really low readers, so the price or the cost of 
bringing Read180 into this site has been very, very high and although the district 
is paying a good portion of it they are not paying all of it so that is a big challenge 
too. (Middle School Administrator) 
 
Measuring the effectiveness.  Educational leaders in all three public school 
districts in this study reported that measuring the effectiveness of budget allocations is 
one of the most challenging aspects of their role.  Educational leaders reported that the 
new LCAP has incorporated an element for “measuring progress” in relation to identified 
goals for improving student achievement (California Department of Education, 2015).  
The ability to measure a student’s progress on an assessment is relatively easy; it simply 
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requires the assessment be graded and compared to previous scores to provide a 
longitudinal perspective of the student’s progress.  However, measuring the progress of 
non-assessment items as it relates to improving student achievement has been a challenge 
that was investigated in the literature review of this study.  The LCAP requires districts 
and individual school sites to create a plan to increase student achievement, which 
ultimately impacts how funding should be allocated at a school site and within a school 
district; however, measuring the effectiveness of these allocations can be a challenge. 
It is interesting because I have allocated funding under the old system because I 
get like test results or I get reading tests or I get whatever I get that shows me 
deficiencies in students’ certain areas that either direct me to pump money into 
professional development for teachers or into some kind of support for students 
and that’s really what I have done in order to allocate moneys that I have spent on 
different items. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Part of our district’s problem is that we are using new common formative 
assessments within the district so we don’t have a district summative assessment, 
the DSA (District Standards Assessment) process which is good for the district 
but our resources are gone so effectively we have no data this year . . . We have 
written one [an LCAP], but the measurement of that doesn’t come out until 
October at the earliest.  So year 3 we will look at minimal data . . . And so how is 
it difficult?  It is just difficult because there is not data available. (District Office 
Administrator) 
 
When you say effectiveness of funding allocations, some people judge 
effectiveness well the categorical obligations, some people just if we didn’t run 
out of money.  Some people judge it, well we didn’t have carry over.  Of course 
we want to look at did the funding bring about student achievement, okay then 
that is our goal.  But how do we do that?  I mean we look at data, and we make 
overall program determinations, but do we specifically look at standards plus or 
look at rewards or do we look at student agendas the kids use and say did this 
have an impact?  I don’t think we do that now, and so then how do we do that?  
What processes are there for that?  So, I guess, I guess my biggest question is, 
what does it look like?  But if we were – when I’m judging it, is I look at program 
sustainability, did we – were we thoughtful enough in our approaches?  And did 
we plan out enough years ahead to where I can sustain whatever we are going to 
put in there, like it could be professional development, it could be materials, it 
could be supplemental teachers, whatever it is.  And then I look at teacher 
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feedback, standards plus is a good example.  I look at student anecdotal 
evidence. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Well especially now with STAR going away and SBAC coming in there is really 
no academic measure to go, oh that program worked out really, really good.  I 
mean that is – because that is the one everybody wants to look at, where does 
your school rank?  If we are talking about academics – the other part – I mean 
academics I can measure you know, we use lots of assessments.  But the other 
piece like doing cosmetic stuff like what we are doing right now, measuring the 
effectiveness, well hopefully it will come back in enrollment, hopefully we will 
see that. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Well, this is a people business, and so not everything is quantifiable, so you know 
I try to tie the majority of my expenditures to things I can quantify just because I 
understand that this is taxpayer money.  I also know there are some things I can’t 
quantify that I spend money on.  And I just have to trust in people, in what’s 
going on, in what’s happening and just look at, you know how do you quantify a 
child’s happiness, you know but I think school safety and school culture are 
things that I’m willing to put money towards.  How do you quantify school 
safety?  Because nothing has ever happened?  So it is tough.  But you want to put 
money towards those things. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
While measuring the effectiveness of funding allocations was a noted challenge, 
veteran educational leaders, those with more than 20 years of experience, focus less on 
measuring the effectiveness of the moneys allocated and more on the attainment of 
established goals and objectives to determine the effectiveness of the allocations. 
I think there are just multiple variables, it is not like one assessment is going to 
necessarily tell you that, you know, the goals and everything lined up and had a 
positive impact on student achievement.  So you have to look at multiple 
measures of that.  So there is not one clear cut thing that is going to say that one is 
right.  And, you know, looking at multiple assessments and observations, and 
gathering input, you know usually gives you a pretty good sense and you know, 
whether the funding, whether it was effective, your goals and the funding. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Gathering accurate information on student performance, relevant data, using 
multiple points of data.  For instance, we use benchmarks that are given three 
times a year and not just because one time one student did badly doesn’t mean he 
or she will always do badly so we try to see overall performance, multiple 
measures.  And when it comes to performance, as in staff performance, we use the 
classroom evaluation and classified evaluations. (District Office Administrator) 
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So I think the biggest challenges is when it comes to measuring effectiveness is 
just to make sure that, to make sure that you always have a plan in place before 
you purchase.  So that you know that what you’re getting when you spend money 
has a plan that goes with it and that plan usually has some kind of outcome that 
can be used for the evaluation and that includes personnel as well as goods. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
There is no tool to measure the effectiveness and the only tool you have is goals 
and objectives, site plans goals and objectives and you have to assume that if the 
goals and objectives are met and there was funding allocated to reach those goals 
and objectives that the funding was effective and had a role in – had a role in the 
success or failure of that goal or objective.  Also, another big challenge is when 
site principals or people within the district have different options as to the 
effectiveness of funding allocations. (District Office Administrator)     
 
Factors that Influence Funding Allocations 
Educational leaders in this case study described several important factors that 
influence allocating funding allocations within the district and at the school site levels.  
Some of these factors have been identified, explored, and documented in other research 
as being critical to the general decision-making process while not focusing solely on 
allocating funding.  Figure 4 lists the themes that emerged from this case study when 
examining the factors that influence funding allocations. 
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Figure 4. Emergent themes for the factors that influence funding allocations theme. 
 
Student needs.  Another factor that educational leaders in this case study reported 
as having a significant influence on funding allocations is the needs of the students they 
serve at their school site and within the district.  One of the eight state priority areas that 
must be addressed in the LCAP requires that districts and school sites, “Improve student 
achievement and outcomes along multiple measures, including test scores, English 
proficiency and college and career preparedness” (California State PTA, 2016, para. 7).  
Furthermore, “the LCAP must include a description of the annual goals to be achieved 
for all students and each student group” (California Department of Education, 2016a, 
LCAP section, para. 6).  Therefore, school districts and school sites are required to create 
annual goals within their LCAP, which specifically address and identify student needs.  
As a result, educational leaders identified student needs as having a powerful influence 
on their funding allocations:  
I think it is just knowing what direction we are going within the district, you 
know, knowing what the needs, the true needs are of the site and the students, and 
having a good grasp of, you know, where the funds need to be directed to get the 
best outcome in terms of doing what is best for kids.  So I think first and foremost 
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I want to make sure that the needs of the students are met and I’m doing that 
through trying to provide as much availability for funding for the teachers as 
possible. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
I am looking forward to the LCAP in one sense that I will not have to say, well 
we will not have enough in Title I to do this or you know I really want to do a 
GATE program, but I only have nine students with GATE needs, well now I have 
the flexibility to say we can launch this GATE program because it addresses these 
students’ needs. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
The importance of using data.  While all educational leaders noted that students’ 
needs are a critical piece of the LCAP and subsequent funding allocations, they also 
stated that identifying the data to support these decisions was vital.  Understanding what 
the needs of the students are was seen as necessary in order to implement intervention 
services to address the student needs.  However, equally as vital was the ability to use 
data to measure progress. 
I use a couple of data points [to identify student needs].  Previously we used to 
use STAR data, site benchmarks, district benchmarks, and the California Healthy 
Kids Survey to determine if it is a need to employ social emotional needs.  Based 
on our data analysis and seeing what the weak areas are, that is how we look at 
the intervention and budget allocations, our major focus is math and English. 
(District Office Administrator) 
 
Collectively work with the teachers, what we did was we took whatever 
assessment we were going to us, we had benchmark exams and then we identified 
the questions that a majority of the students missed.  We used 70% as a criteria 
and then we took any question that students missed and then we put that question 
up on a board and then what we would do is we would identify which objective, 
which standard, that was the objective, which standard best aligned to that 
question, and the objective is how you taught it actually.  And so we would take 
the standard and then we would look in the standard and we would break the 
standard into skills.  So what skills are necessary to complete this standard?  And 
then once we had the skills listed, we would list eight or ten skills and would say 
okay we need the intervention where kids will take a pre-test just based upon 
these skills and then we are going to teach these skills for a period of time and 
then give a post-test.  It was critical that we set aside money to fund those 
intervention hours and planning time based on the students’ needs; that’s where 
your money should be focused, addressing the needs. (District Office 
Administrator) 
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Right now we are trying to be strategic about looking at assessments, teacher 
observations, and all the information and determining the gaps the students might 
have and really focusing on those rather than a one size fits all approach. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Our intervention program is focusing on first and second graders being readers by 
the time they get to third grade.  We used data from our developmental reading 
assessment to identify the students’ needs, which drives our intervention program. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
For intervention we are looking at data to identify student needs.  We are looking 
for kids that are below grade level based on benchmark exam results.  We are 
using EdPerformance testing so we can take our lowest 25 students in 
kindergarten, first, and second grade and place them in Lexia every day as an 
intervention. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Using what the teachers are reporting about student needs.  There are some 
students that are suffering in reading, some students are suffering in math, and 
some students are suffering in both.  Right now, we have a handful of students 
that have no English skills whatsoever, we have a small population of students 
that speak no English at all and have limited schooling.  So we are having to look 
at different ways to address those students and their needs, including doing and 
ELD, English Language Development pull out.  We are trying to find computer 
programs the students can use because they are not understanding any instruction 
in English.  I think it is a lot of conversations with particular grade levels and our 
grade level meetings and really trying to hear what those student needs are, then 
moving forward with finding money to implement interventions to address their 
individual needs. (Elementary School Administrator)   
 
Our assessment data, our formative data drives the decisions.  I am not a big fan 
of summative data in determining where to put my money.  For summative, 
meaning your CST tests, but the formative assessments that I have used really 
have driven our instructional program as well as and our instructional program 
drives our budget allocation.  So our interventions are based on the data and what 
they need most . . . Whatever the students need is what we offer and that is every 
– that is each individual student.  We do not go on groups, we do not take 
percentages, it is every child and we look at every kid.  If one kid is standing 
alone on this site that needs something that no other kid needs, we give that kid 
what he needs. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Complicating the use of data to identify student needs and subsequent 
intervention programs to address those needs is the fact that standardized testing data 
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have not been available in the areas of mathematics and English for the past three years 
as California has transitioned from the California Standards Testing (CST) to the 
California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP), which is aligned 
with the Smarter Balance Assessment Consortium (SBAC).  Educational leaders noted 
this challenge as they are expected to increase student achievement while having limited 
and uncommon assessments. 
We have old data so I’m basically relying on the directives of the state, which 
says socio-economically disadvantaged [students], ELs [English Learners], and 
foster youth and then there’s general research which indicates the needs of those 
kids and then 20 years of experience gives me an idea that those are also the kids, 
so you know they don’t address special education, kids that need to be in there as 
well and we over spend on them. (District Office Administrator) 
 
In recent years, we have been provided with individual student subgroups data 
from the CST testing and the CELDT test in all kinds of different areas, but 
assessment data has not been abundant in recent years so you pretty much rely on 
teacher and classroom data, classroom assessments and the teachers’ own reports 
of student achievements and/or lack of which identify student needs. (Elementary 
School Administrator)   
 
School district/school site goals.  One factor educational leaders in this case 
study reported as having influence on funding allocations was the school district and 
school site goals.  One of the LCFF accountability components includes a regulation that 
requires school districts and school sites to “adopt regulations that govern the expenditure 
of the supplemental and concentration grant funding” (Torlakson, 2013, para. 19).  
Furthermore, this regulation must, “increase and improve services for targeted students 
and will provide authority for school districts to spend funds ‘school-wide’ when 
significant populations of those students attend a school” (Torlakson, 2013, para. 19).  
Therefore, school districts and school sites are required to create annual goals within their 
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LCAP.  As a result, educational leaders identified school district and school site goals 
as having a significant influence on their funding allocations. 
I think that we will finish the year here having achieved the (school site) goal, 
having one computer for every kid and they will all be less than a year old.  And 
obviously at this point it is kind of what the district is establishing as priorities. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
[When talking about the LCAP] What I am not looking forward to is the tedious 
linking everything (funding allocations) to a particular school goal. (Elementary 
School Administrator)    
 
Knowing the way that our district was handling our curriculum and the direction 
that we were headed, I wanted to make sure that the teachers had an adequate 
amount of money not only in their classroom budgets, but if they came to me with 
needs I wanted to make sure that I was able to provide classroom materials, 
instructional supplies, whatever came my way. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
I mean site improvement projects, if there is anything that comes out of the 
general fund, have money available in the general fund for things like that.  You 
know, just the whole picture I mean the site needs, site improvements, my main 
focus was making sure that I had money that I was able to direct at students and 
teachers if need be. (Elementary School Administrator)  
 
The District Office, that is the key person I think to get to know them, make sure 
they know your goals, whether your goal is to save up so you can get something 
bigger down the road if you’re having to buy a program for your school.  What is 
it that your plan is?  You know, each school’s budget as we know are slightly 
different. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
So within the budget we are looking at all sorts of things.  So we have a lot of 
people, you know, a lot of professionals in the field.  You know, our fellow 
educators and so we look at that.  We are looking at – we have a priority needs, it 
is based on the student growth, student achievement, and so that is the goal of the 
school is to maximize that. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
Our goals, the needs of the students, the population we serve.  You know, what 
funding is available, you know the priorities, maybe activities that we want to do, 
goals that maybe we can’t meet all of them but we prioritize. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
I won’t make a commitment to you until I know I have got the money . . . 
sometimes that is tricky [because] I don’t know what is in my accounts.  But and 
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then knowledge is just really making decisions based on, you know again goals 
of the district, goals of the school, where are we going?  It [funding allocation] is 
driven by our school plan and where we want to go in the future and where we 
want to put our money at. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
I develop a budget mainly based on the goals of the site.  The needs, but also you 
know for instance one of our sites has a GATE program.  It has fourth through 
sixth grade GATE so what is there for those students to continue to grow and not 
just be GATE because they have extra work and be GATE because they have a 
classroom teacher certified, but also how can we extend those learning 
opportunities so we also allocate extra funding for that.  Whether for field trips, 
hands-on activities in the classroom, ESL [English as a Second Language], so that 
it is also considered in the budget development. (District Office Administrator) 
 
Administrator training.  Most surprisingly, one of the greatest factors that 
educational leaders in this case study reported as having influence on funding allocations 
was their administrative preparation programs.  According to the California Commission 
on Teaching Credentialing (2015), for individuals who possess a prerequisite teaching 
credential, there are three ways to obtain a Preliminary Administrative Services 
Credential: (1) complete a Commission-approved program of specialized and 
professional preparation in administrative services resulting in the formal 
recommendation of the program sponsor, (2) complete a one-year Commission-approved 
administrative services intern program consisting of supervised in-service training 
resulting in the formal recommendation by the California college or university where the 
program was completed, or (3) achieve a passing score on the California Preliminary 
Administrative Credential Examination (CPACE).  Once one of these criteria has been 
satisfied, an individual is eligible for employment as an educational leader similar to 
those who participated in this case study.  The newly hired educational leader must then 
complete a Commission-approved Administrative Services induction program and obtain 
the program sponsor’s recommendation for the Clear Administrative Services Credential 
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(California Commission on Teaching Credentialing, 2015).  Despite these 
requirements, educational leaders noted their training programs had a significant 
influence on their funding allocations. 
I did not do a training program, I took the test.  All I know that I did was the tier 
two, but that did not help with school budgeting.  I came to education as a third 
career and I had extensive experience in a New York Stock Exchange Company 
where I was a manager and I had multi-million dollar budget responsibilities.  So 
I had some real hands-on experiences with different kinds of budgets, which 
taught me more than my training program. (Middle School Administrator) 
 
I do not think my program prepared me for funding allocations.  One thing about 
administration is it is on-the-job training more than anything.  I mean, I think the 
administrative program that I went through was above average in preparing me to 
be an administrator.  That being said, I learned more in the first two months of 
being an administrator than I did in a year of that program. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
I spend a lot of time talking to Jose [District Office Administrator] and talking to 
Erik [Chief Business Officer of the School District].  Asking questions like, how 
do I pay for this?  You know, what is okay for me to spend this on?  I was 
inadequately trained for the finance aspect of my job.  My program when it came 
to budgets was terrible.  The budget class was combined with the law class and 
the budget piece was terrible.  I do not think I learned anything.  The only thing I 
walked away with was a vague understanding of what categorical funding was. 
(Elementary School Administrator) 
 
In my early years of administration I realized I did not have enough formal 
preparation.  So I had to find resources during my first year as a principal because 
I really did not have adequate training.  There was not adequate preparation; it 
was very limited.  So it would have been helpful to have a bit more training going 
in and not have to learn on the job, so I would say there is a need for more budget 
allocation in the [administrator training] programs. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
I think for me, tracking spending and where it is connected to particular 
expenditures is really difficult.  I did not really feel prepared [to allocate funding] 
other than on an excel spreadsheet to track those expenditures in a way that does 
not seem contrived.  I really had a hard time.  My program was horrible.  I mean, 
that [budgeting] class I struggled with until the end, which was the only class 
where I really struggled.  I had outside tutoring and all because it was not real 
world and it really should not be about reading budget; we were reading 
spreadsheets.  I think I have sufficient training on the job because of good 
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mentors and I have had the benefit of having training that a lot of people would 
not have had, but I was not prepared.  You are not really equipped to oversee a 
budget unless you have a background in finance. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
The training program that I went through had one class that dealt with budgets 
and it was all hypothetical situations.  Certainly now, we are dealing with the new 
local control funding formula and all of the different changes that are happening, 
right now in our state it is very, very different than those hypothetical situations.  
So, I will not say I was adequately or effectively trained for budgets, but 
fortunately I have been able to get enough along the way. (Elementary School 
Administrator) 
 
I do not know that there is a whole lot that I learned in the Administrative 
Credential Program that I am actually using now.  I would say most of what I 
know about managing school budgets has been through my experience as an 
assistant principal and now as a site principal. (Elementary School Administrator) 
 
I think you either have a mind for budget or you do not have a mind for budget.  
And you care about the budget and want to implement the budget and take a 
personal role in it or you do not.  I do not think I have ever been to a training 
program where I felt that I was better prepared to effectively manage a budget. 
(District Office Administrator) 
 
I do not feel completely inadequate because there is no formal training for 
budgeting.  Oh sure, your credential program and superintendent’s academy gives 
you four hours on a Friday night or Saturday morning, but basically there is no 
training.  I am currently thinking about taking the ACSA Business weekend series 
just so I can learn more about the budget process. (District Office Administrator) 
 
My program prepared me minimally at best.  I am fortunate to have really smart 
people to work with me now.  My time in private industry prepared me more for 
budgeting than my credential program. (District Office Administrator) 
 
Student Achievement’s Impact on Budgeting Decisions 
 Educational leaders in this case study revealed several important steps to consider 
during the decision-making process when allocating funding.  Some of these steps have 
been identified, explored, and documented in other research as being critical to the 
general decision-making processes while not focusing solely on allocating funding.  
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Figure 5 lists the themes that emerged when examining student achievement’s impact 
on budgeting decisions.  
 
 
 
Figure 5. Emergent themes for the student achievement’s impact on budgeting decisions 
theme. 
 
 
 
Utilizing formative assessment data.  One of the factors educational leaders in 
this case study reported as having influence on funding allocations is the results of 
assessments and the corresponding data used to influence funding decisions and 
allocations.  The LCFF sets eight state priority areas every district must address through 
the LCAP (California Department of Education, 2015).  One of the state’s eight priority 
areas is Student Achievement.  Furthermore, the state has identified indicators of success 
local districts should use as a means to address the priority areas (California Department 
of Education, 2015).  The indicators for the Student Achievement priority area are 
performance on standardized test, Academic Performance Index (API) scores, and data 
for the following student subgroups: college and career ready students, English learners 
who become proficient, students with a passing score on Advanced Placement (AP) tests, 
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and students determined prepared for college by the Early Assessment Program 
(California Department of Education, 2015).  Educational leaders who participated in this 
study commented on the difficulty of using data for this priority area due to the lack of 
statewide standardized testing data as well as the suspension of the API program.  Two 
educational leaders noted the following:  
In recent years, we have been provided with individual student subgroups data 
from the CST testing and the CELDT test in all kinds of different areas, but 
assessment data has not been abundant in recent years so you pretty much rely on 
teacher and classroom data, classroom assessments and the teachers’ own reports 
of student achievements and/or lack of which identify student needs. (Elementary 
School Administrator)   
 
I think we have to look at where they were when we got them and for a long time 
we looked at what, where were they, you know advanced or proficient.  And 
certainly the Feds said that is what we were going to do.  But in reality, growth is 
critical and we have to be able to create some charts that tell us what growth looks 
like.  This is the importance of formative assessments, they provide growth data.  
I am excited to see how we can make decisions based on some of that data as it is 
revealed to us.  We can be timelier in our response to our students’ needs. (Middle 
School Principal) 
 
On one note, the educational leaders are frustrated with the lack of assessment 
data from the state, which, more recently, has had the greatest influence on funding 
decisions.  Likewise, the absence of standardized testing data, an indicator for the Student 
Achievement priority area, makes it challenging to effectively address this component of 
the LCAP.  Conversely, one of the educational leaders believes the lack of standardized 
testing data will enable them to focus on a more timely response to formative assessments 
that reflect growth.  The educational leaders who participated in this study identified the 
theme of formative assessment data as a primary influence on their funding decisions, 
specifically using the formative assessment data as indicators of Student Achievement to 
allocate funding in accordance with the eight state priority areas identified for the LCAP. 
  
63 
The formative data that we are getting from these assessments the students are 
now taking is going to be really critical in terms of how we move forward with 
the help the students need to achieve and pushing achievement higher. 
(Elementary School Principal) 
 
If that is where money is going [toward formative assessments] and we are 
hearing “yes”, the scores are improving, the teachers are reporting that 
achievement is increasing and these students are learning, then I think we can say 
that the dollars are being spent effectively.  If we are sending all the money in that 
direction and we are not getting results from multiple data points, then I think you 
would have to look at those programs and decide those programs are not the right 
ones for our students. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
We use formative assessments data, that is it really.  I think you just look at the 
formative assessments.  Like when we do the RTI (Response to Intervention) 
program and we have kids with the supplemental teachers and we have a small 
group we are targeting.  That is why I am interested in DIBELS, getting real true 
formative assessments, not curriculum embedded, but true formative assessments.  
Are we seeing growth with those kids under that structure?  That is going to be 
pretty easy to measure. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
Our pre/post tests and the formative readings assessments are really important 
because while we will address math and we will address other unit themes, there 
is definitely an emphasis on getting students to read by the end of third grade.  
That is a significant indicator for student achievement and long-term success. 
(Elementary School Principal) 
 
We look at assessments, formative assessments to determine whether or not our 
students are achieving at the necessary levels. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
Data speaks louder than anything else, especially formative assessment data. 
(Elementary School Principal) 
 
It could be some formal data more frequent formal data like ticket-out-the-door or 
chapter tests or quizzes or quick checks, things like that.  It could be our 
formative assessments that occur every four to six weeks.  We look at the growth 
on those assessments to make sure students are moving in a positive direction 
(Elementary School Principal) 
 
The importance of school culture.  Surprisingly, one of the factors educational 
leaders in this case study reported as having perhaps the greatest influence on funding 
allocations was the school culture.  One of the state’s eight priority areas is School 
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Climate, which has identified indicators of success such as student suspension rates, 
student expulsion rates, and other local measures (California Department of Education, 
2015).  However, educational leaders who participated in this study identified school 
culture and relationships as indicators of student success.  Educational leaders who 
participated in this study commented on the importance of school culture and its 
influence on student achievement and subsequent funding allocations. 
School culture is critical.  There is always need for positive behavior interventions 
and students who have a connection with the school, feel connected to school, 
teacher/student relationships, certainly effective instruction in our particular 
demographic and effective programs, but school culture, that connectedness, is 
critical to student success. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
Culture, I think if you have a culture of wanting to learn and that means teachers, 
students engage in it and when we started to focus on happy kids, that was a 
major shift for the staff.  As the culture began to change, people felt validated.  
We started to see student performance increase.  I think if your scores are 
improving and you have a healthy student population, you see happy students, 
they are wanting to come.  Attendance rates improved, parent involvement 
improved, that was another sign, if people are happy with what you are providing 
them they will come back. (District Office Administrator) 
 
Furthermore, many of the educational leaders noted the importance school culture 
and building relationships as related to increasing student achievement.  While the 
educational leaders did not address suspension rates or expulsion rates, several noted the 
importance of school culture and relationships were as indicators for student success. 
What is interesting is where a kid comes from.  Should I consider school related 
factors that impact student achievement?  I have been struggling with that.  Last 
year, I had 4 kids attempt suicide.  So when I get into that and you know for me 
that is two percent of the student population, which seems significant to me.  
Learning cannot happen when kids are going through issues like that.  So I have 
been preaching to our district since last year that we have got to put some of our, 
we have to take some money and dedicate that part under the LCAP for 
counseling.  If you do not address that element, student achievement or learning 
will not happen. (Middle School Principal) 
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I think the greatest influence on student achievement are people and having 
good people that know how to teach kids and reach kids, build relationships with 
kids.  And I think, you know, unfortunately people are the most expensive 
commodity in our profession which they should be.  And I have found that when 
you invest in people it raises student achievement. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
I think school culture, do you have a child-centered atmosphere as opposed to an 
adult-centered I think is the biggest indicator on our ability to increase student 
achievement.  You know, are you getting after it so that every kid succeeds?  Are 
you getting after it so that every adult has what they want to teach effectively?  
Those are two very different things, so I think having that student-based culture 
versus adult-based has the greatest impact [on student achievement].  I think 
providing teachers – or teachers providing students – with quality good first 
instruction while students are differentiated when needed, and of course that feeds 
in to school culture, but that is where the allocation of dollars come in.  How do 
we provide resources?  Whether it be training, whether that be paper and pencil, 
whether it be technology, to provide the very best the first time around for these 
kids.  You know, we need to have top-notch teachers, bottom line.  You can have 
stuff, you can have professional development, but if you do not have the right 
people, it will not be successful. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
The number one factor [on increasing student achievement] is in the research, 
effective school’s research.  There is an article from Christian Science Monitor 
that talks about effective school’s research and the number one indicator, do you 
know what it is?  The relationship that the child has with the teacher.  That is the 
number one indicator of student success.  And so a school’s relationship has the 
greatest ability to increase student achievement; it is students wanting to perform 
for that particular teacher.  And out of those factors, you cannot measure that with 
money, you cannot pay more people more money to have that.  You either have 
that or you don’t.  There is nothing money can do to affect that particular factor.  
And that is the number one factor.  (District Office Administrator)  
 
The number one [factor for increasing student achievement] is relationships.  
Number two, instructional face time, that is one-on-one, or whatever ratios kids 
are receiving direct instruction in a meaningful way.  And you have to have 
meaningful way because talking to kids if they are not engaged I do not count that 
piece.  It is kids who participate.  And as far as budgetary decisions, relationships 
they actually have an influence on the budget because you have to provide 
planning time for teachers, and different things so the teachers are not so burnt out 
that they do not have time to create relationships.  If you can provide extra 
staffing, this is where smaller class sizes make a difference, not in the academic 
piece, but in the relationship piece, they give you that opportunity to do more and 
have better relationships.  The face time is pretty obvious, more teachers per 
students, and then having those teachers used for instruction and not used for any 
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papers and making copies and checking homework.  And the more teachers you 
have the more cost. (District Office Administrator)  
 
A school-related factor [for increasing student achievement] is attendance.  We 
have had a lot of students in the past years that have missed a whole lot of school.  
Ironically, those are the students that have some of the lowest scores and 
achievement levels.  So we know, and as I am sure there is research that would 
back this, which students that are in school on a consistent basis achieve higher 
than other students.  So in terms of budgetary decisions, we were just having this 
discussion in our management level meeting about incentives for students to be 
here in school, on time, having perfect attendance, and having to make decisions 
about what kind of attendance we can offer, and how can we spend funds to 
promote student attendance and then potentially impact student achievement?  So, 
obviously attendance is one factor, I think another is having a positive school 
culture.  It could be anything from structured games at recess to assemblies that 
promote positive character traits.  We are also putting in positive behavior 
intervention and supports that will help promote our culture and have school be a 
positive place for students to be at. (Elementary School Principal)     
 
In addition to school culture and relationships influencing student achievement 
and funding allocations, two educational leaders provided more depth in this area by 
commenting on the importance of incorporating fun experiences to promote student 
success.   
I try to create experiences for kids.  And I think you allocate money towards that. 
You put money towards experiences.  You know and there is even research 
supporting you know the more life experiences somebody has the more they have 
to draw from and comprehension skills and building vocabulary it is all based on 
life experiences.  So yeah, I think school needs to be a place that is full of – I 
mean you build memories for kids.  You have to give them a positive foundation 
to grow the rest of their life from. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
School should be rigorous and fun.  I think a lot of schools including here when I 
first got here we were making decisions that were based on convenience for 
adults, you know.  And we were sucking the fun out of school, you know, 
instructional learning time is sacred and the schools where they say well we are 
not doing recess or we are not going to do any dressing up for Halloween.  And 
that was us.  I was part of that.  My first couple of years here and when I started to 
get this mindset that this needed to change, I worked with my Leadership Team to 
get different perspectives on what student achievement looks like.  So we worked 
as a staff to identify our mission statement.  We believe all students can learn, but 
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also we believe it should be rigorous and fun.  So part of my funding decisions 
are based on is this part of making school fun? (Elementary School Principal) 
 
Focused professional development.  While frustrating, but not surprising, one of 
the factors educational leaders in this case study reported as having an impact on student 
achievement and subsequent funding allocations is lack of training programs that are 
effectively preparing leaders on properly understanding how to measure student 
achievement and how those results should be used to drive budgetary decisions.  While 
several of the educational leaders who participated in this study noted they had attended 
many professional development trainings, the impact those trainings had on their 
understanding of student achievement and funding allocations was minimal.  Two 
educational leaders summarized this point:  
I attend three to four professional developments per year.  That is not including 
books and articles, but I get most of my professional development through 
dialogue with colleagues through my networking and collaboration. (Elementary 
School Principal) 
 
I have been to a few things through ACSA, the Principal Leadership Academy 
was really focused on increasing student achievement.  I think reading, which is 
not training, but I can pick and choose what I want to do for research.  There 
might be some journals or things that are picked and chosen, but it is basically 
online searching for articles and doing research.  Then trying to duplicate what 
works so that comes in combination from doing the research on what works and 
talking to colleagues about what works. (Elementary School Principal)   
 
A third educational leader seemed sarcastic when discussing his professional 
development in this area and the deficiencies: 
I have been to a lot of ACSA events where we have talked about different ways of 
increasing student achievement.  Over the past three years, we have done 
curriculum trainings within the district and I went to a training with a team of 
teachers to do positive behavior interventions and supports to help promote the 
student culture and school culture.  I think most professional development can be 
tied to increasing student achievement.  Most about what I have learned about 
increasing student achievement has been through osmosis here in the district.  A 
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lot of what I have learned about increasing student achievement has also been 
through my collaboration with other administrators and hearing some of the 
things that they are doing and ways they are attacking the idea of student 
achievement at their schools. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
The educational leaders who were more confident in their understanding of 
student achievement and the factors that influence achievement provided responses that 
were more detailed and specific regarding how funding allocations are made based on 
that understanding of student achievement.  
I have learned about increasing student achievement thought DII [Direct 
Interactive Instruction] trainings, EDI [Explicit Direct Instruction] training, I have 
been to multiple years of those trainings.  Also, county office trainings, 
particularly for Program Improvement schools.  Conferences, but I put that in 
another category because it is not ongoing, but there are always some things you 
can learn from those, but not to the same degree as ongoing staff development. 
(Elementary School Principal) 
 
Right now it has been all about the Common Core so we did a five-day Common 
Core training last year and I did an ELD Institute this summer.  We have had 
people from the county office come out here and help us with our math 
instruction, the Common Core-based math instruction, but is hard to know if they 
are impacting student achievement because we do not know what that looks like 
right now. (Elementary School Principal) 
 
Results and Interpretations 
The results presented in this section represent a compilation of the findings 
presented previously in this chapter along with a comparison on how these results relate 
to other studies and research.  The following three results were distilled from the 
findings: (a) collaboration is a critical component when leading the process of allocating 
funding, (b) educational leaders rely on identifying and establishing goals that will drive 
funding allocations, and (c) educational leaders struggle with measuring the effectiveness 
of monies allocated toward increasing student achievement.  Each of the results is 
discussed in the following pages.  These results represent the experiences of the 10 
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educational leaders from three different school districts that participated in this 
multisite case study and may or may not be representative of other educational leaders.  
Educational Leaders Identify Collaboration as Critical 
Although the educational leaders who participated in this multisite case study 
appear to have encountered many of the same challenges that have historically impacted 
educational leaders in the K-12 public school system in the state of California, several 
significant challenges were identified that appear unique to educational leaders of the 
current time period.  The educational leaders in this study consistently expressed the 
importance of collaboration when making decisions on allocating funding.  In addition, 
they noted that collaboration often served as the best on-the-job professional 
development.  They described the importance of including all stakeholders, creating 
transparency, and creating buy-in from other educational leaders within the school 
district.  The importance of collaboration has been previously documented in the 
literature (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2006; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Korach, 2011; 
Lezotte, 2008; Waters & Marzano, 2006). 
In addition to the importance of collaboration during the decision-making 
processes when allocating funding, many of the additional challenges of the decision-
making processes noted by educational leaders in this study appear to be common 
challenges faced by other educational leaders in school districts across the country, 
including identifying perceived areas of need for the district and individual school sites 
(Waters & Marzano, 2006), providing staff development to educational leaders (Browne-
Ferrigno & Muth, 2006), and measuring effectiveness of funding allocations based on 
goals and objectives (Waters & Marzano, 2006).  Therefore, for the most part, 
  
70 
educational leaders within the three school districts in this study have encountered 
many of the same challenges as would commonly be expected during the decision-
making process when allocating funding. 
In contrast, there appear to be several unique challenges associated with the 
decision-making processes that current educational leaders face.  First, educational 
leaders described the challenge of trying to allocate funding while simultaneously 
learning and attempting to understanding a new funding model.  The implementation of 
the LCFF and the tool used to allocate the funding, the LCAP, represents a significant 
change to the funding model that largely remained unchanged for the previous 40 years.  
Second, educational leaders explained that balancing the identified needs of the students 
with the wants of special interest groups has been an unexpected challenge of the new 
LCAP.  Third, measuring a student’s progress on assessments has become increasingly 
challenging due to the lack of statewide assessment data.  Previously, the STAR testing 
program provided annual results to LEAs, which drove funding allocation decisions due 
to the fact that significant sanctions imposed on an LEA if scores did not meet a specific 
requirement level.  Currently, due to the transition to the SBAC testing program, there are 
no annual results; therefore, educational leaders have noted the challenge with how these 
results will ultimately impact the decision-making process on funding allocations.  
Fourth, educational leaders noted that measuring the progress on funding allocations of 
non-assessment items as it relates to improving student achievement is a difficult 
challenge. 
While this study was not intended to identify each and every challenge 
educational leaders face when allocating funding, the themes that emerged from the 
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interviews with the educational leaders in this study suggest these leaders experience a 
combination of challenges that other educational leaders face and additional challenges 
that appear more fundamentally associated with being an educational leader in the state 
of California.   
Identifying and Establishing Goals that Drive Funding Allocations 
While a large number of leadership skills are required to successfully allocate 
funding to increase student achievement, the educational leaders who participated in this 
study demonstrated a strong commitment to identifying students’ needs and creating 
goals to address those needs.  This is not surprising in the current state of education 
where educational leaders are required to continually increase student test scores, shape 
school and district cultures, and address instructional programs (Darling-Hammond et al., 
2007).  The educational leaders in this study described numerous factors that influence 
funding allocations and the subsequent strategies used to determine the most effective 
method of allocating funding in an effort to increase student achievement.  The factors 
identified as having the most significant influence on the educational leaders who 
participated in this study are of particular interest because student achievement gains is 
one of the eight priority areas highlighted by the state of California as required by the 
LCAP (California Department of Education, 2015). 
To ascertain the most substantial factors that influence funding allocations, 
educational leaders focused on the following items: 
1. Identifying student needs and improving student achievement and outcomes 
along multiple measures, including test scores, English proficiency, and college 
and career preparedness. 
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2. Identifying and establishing goals that govern the expenditure of the funding 
while increasing and improving services to students. 
3. Implementing professional development for educational leaders that address 
collaborative goal setting, creating non-negotiable goals for achievement and 
instruction, monitoring goals for achievement and instruction, and using 
resources to support achievement and instruction goals. 
Multiple studies have highlighted the shortcomings of formal education or 
training programs (Knapp et al., 2003; Levine, 2005; Young, 2002) for not training 
educational leaders to be change agents.  However, many educational leaders in this 
study reported that to serve as an effect change agent, leaders must be able to identify 
student needs and create measurable goals that drive funding allocations.  According to 
the educational leaders who participated in this study, the professional development for 
these two areas needs to be a district-led initiative in order to effectively identify the 
critical factors that increase student achievement, which ultimately influence the funding 
allocations within a district or at a school site. 
The Struggle to Measure the Effectiveness of Funding Allocations 
Educational leaders in this study reported struggling with measuring the 
effectiveness of funding allocations.  More specifically, educational leaders described 
statewide assessment data as being a key component missing from measuring the 
effectiveness of funding allocations.  In addition, measuring the effectiveness of funding 
allocated is important, but more difficult to measure areas such as school culture and 
professional development further complicated the educational leaders’ ability to measure 
the effectiveness of those dollars, especially as they may or may not improve student 
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achievement.  While the struggle to measure the effectiveness of funding allocations 
has been documented in previous research (Greenwald et al. 1996a, 1996b ; Hanushek 
1981, 1986, 1989a, 1989b, 1991, 1996), this study incorporates educational leaders’ 
perspectives during a time when the new educational funding model in the state of 
California is in its infancy. 
Another difficulty reported by educational leaders in this study was the lack of 
training in the area of allocating funding, especially in a time when funding decisions are 
being moved to the local level.  The educational leaders in this study acknowledged the 
relatively small amount of time dedicated to this topic in their formal training program.  
In addition, educational leaders in this study attributed much of their training or 
professional development in the area of budget allocation came from colleagues.  The 
inadequacy of formal training has been the focus of numerous studies (Darling-
Hammond et al., 2007; Levine, 2005).  Due to the shortcomings of these training 
programs, educational leaders create professional development opportunities to focus less 
on how much money they need and more on how to effectively allocate the money they 
have that is tied to specific outcomes.       
Summary 
This chapter presented the findings and results of this study’s examination of the 
role of educational leaders in allocating funding.  Major themes presented in the findings 
include the decision-making processes when allocating funding, the factors that influence 
funding allocations, and student achievement’s impact on budgeting decisions.  
Subsequently, several additional themes emerged from the major themes which include: 
 The importance of collaboration 
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 Identifying the needs 
 Measuring the effectiveness  
 Student needs 
 School district/school site goals 
 Administrator training 
 Utilizing formative assessment data 
 The importance of school culture 
 Focused professional development 
Also presented were three significant results that emerged from the data: (a) 
educational leaders identify collaboration as critical, (b) identifying and establishing 
goals that drive funding allocations, and (c) the struggle to measure the effectiveness of 
funding allocations.  Based on these findings and results, the next chapter presents the 
researcher’s interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations.  
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 
Introduction 
The purpose of this case study was to clarify the decision-making process 
educational leaders use when allocating funding.  More specifically, this study examined 
the influences that affect educational leaders’ decisions when determining funding 
allocations.  This study was designed as a multisite case study involving educational 
leaders from three public school districts in Northern California who oversee funding 
allocations while simultaneously working to increase student achievement.  It is intended 
that the outcomes of this study be used to enable educational leaders to better understand 
funding allocations and allow school districts to allocate funding more effectively in 
order to increase student achievement.  It is also intended that the outcomes of this study 
be used by county office professional development coordinators, principal training, and 
credential programs to potentially reform and update their programs to graduate 
individuals better equipped to oversee budgetary decisions and their impacts on student 
achievement.  
To better understand the role of educational leaders in funding allocations, this 
study was designed to gather qualitative data that would allow educational leaders to 
provide rich descriptions and critical understandings based on their personal experiences.  
The majority of the data were gathered by interviewing the educational leaders in their 
current role within a district office or school site.  Additional data were gathered by 
reviewing artifacts and making observations during interviews.  Data gathered in this 
study were analyzed and used to answer the following three research questions: 
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1. How do school administrators describe their decision-making processes and 
steps in allocating funding?  
2. What are the factors that influence school administrators when it comes to 
allocating funding? 
3. How does student achievement factor into budget decisions?  
Answers to three questions are presented in this chapter along with the 
researcher’s recommendations and suggestions for further research.  
Conclusions 
The LCFF has recently received a growing amount of attention among 
educational leaders because of the flexibility it has provided to LEAs to allocate money 
without the restrictions of the previous categorical funding model.  However, if LEAs 
want to maintain this new flexibility, it is important educational leaders are 
knowledgeable in the processes of allocating funding that positively impact student 
achievement.  To better understand the components needed to effectively train current 
and future generations of educational leaders, this study focused on answering three 
research questions, which are presented in the following pages along with corresponding 
answers. 
How do school administrators describe their decision-making processes and steps in 
allocating funding?  
 
The educational leaders from the three districts that participated in this study 
described facing many significant challenges while allocating funding.  As described in 
the findings section of Chapter 4, many of these challenges are commonly shared by 
other educational leaders, while other challenges appear to be more unique as a result of 
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the new LCFF.  When compared to other studies on funding allocations, the challenges 
that appear common to educational leaders include, but are not limited to, measuring the 
effectiveness of allocations, identifying the needs of students, and the lack of knowledge 
as it relates to allocating funding due to poor training programs.  The challenges that 
appear more unique to educational leaders in light of the new LCFF include the 
importance of collaboration, balancing the needs of students with the needs of special 
interest groups, and measuring the effectiveness of non-assessment areas such as school 
culture and parent involvement.  Each of these challenges that appear unique to 
educational leaders are discussed in the following section. 
The importance of collaboration.  The LCFF’s accountability tool is the LCAP, 
requiring stakeholder input as it relates to the annual goals for students and subgroups for 
each state priority area.  This heavily relies on gathering stakeholders together to discuss 
the priorities from their perspectives.  For any given LEA, stakeholders include parents, 
certificated and classified employees for the LEA, students, community members, and 
local businesses.  Since this is a relatively new requirement of the LCAP, educational 
leaders unfamiliar with collaborating with these stakeholder groups may been ill 
equipped to effectively gather their input.  Educational leaders in this study explained that 
collaborating with stakeholders is challenging due to the special interests that one group 
may have over another.  For example, a priority item from certificated and classified 
employee groups may be to increase salaries to attract and retain highly qualified staff 
members; however, parents may have a priority item of providing additional before- or 
after-school services to students.  Educational leaders described the challenge of 
validating each stakeholder group’s priority items while simultaneously avoiding 
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allocating monies in a haste to appease the stakeholder groups.  Further, educational 
leaders described collaboration as a key element of their professional development in the 
area of funding allocations.  
Collaboration as an opportunity for professional development.  The transition 
to the new LCFF has magnified the need for professional development in the area of 
funding allocations and budgeting.  Educational leaders in this study recognized the need 
for increased professional development in these areas, which occurred through 
collaboration with School Business Department Administrators.  Because the LCFF is a 
departure from the previous funding model, which provided less flexibility in allocating 
funding, educational leaders face opposition from those unfamiliar with the need for 
more collaboration, which is a requirement of the LCAP.  Educational leaders in this 
study explained that the majority of their professional development in the area of funding 
allocations has been via collaboration with individuals from the school business 
department, which highlights the ineffectiveness of the training programs to adapt in a 
timely manner to the new changes.  Collaboration of educational leaders appears to be a 
significant barrier to the decision-making processes and steps when allocating funding 
since this is an area that, to this point, has largely relied on on-the-job training as 
educational leaders come into the field lacking the necessary skills to effectively 
collaborate and make funding allocations.  This presents a noteworthy concern as 
educational leaders are provided with budgets in the millions of dollars, which require 
strategic analysis and allocation to ensure student achievement is increasing to meet state 
standards.  
  
79 
Balancing the needs of students with the needs of special interest groups.  
Another unique challenge identified by educational leaders in this study was identifying 
the critical needs of the school site and or district.  More specifically, educational leaders 
reported that the new LCAP requirement of soliciting stakeholders’ perceived areas of 
need for the district and individual school sites created an equity issue between the needs 
of special interest groups and the needs of the students.  With the transition from 
categorically based funding, which was allocated according to specific rules and 
regulations, to the new LCFF funding model, which provides far more flexibility due to 
few specifically defined rules and regulations, the needs of various special interest groups 
need to be managed effectively.  
 Educational leaders in this study reported the need to be transparent with budget 
information while simultaneously building relationships with the special interests groups 
to share the vision for the school site and or district.  In addition, educational leaders from 
this study reported needing to be the strongest advocate for their students’ needs.  This is 
a unique challenge to the decision-making processes in allocating funding especially if 
the needs of the special interest groups could potentially benefit the educational leaders.  
For example, if an identified need of the teachers’ union, one of the district’s special 
interest groups, is to increase salaries to attract and retain highly qualified staff members, 
and, if implemented, the educational leaders receive equal salary increases, this could 
create a conflict of interest when allocating funding.  Therefore, educational leaders from 
this study noted the importance of using the LCAP to guide the process of identifying 
goals and measuring progress for students to ensure the needs are identified using a 
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systematic approach that incorporates collaboration to assure alignment of the steps 
taken when allocating funding with increasing student achievement.      
Measuring the effectiveness of non-assessment areas.  Educational leaders 
from this study cited measuring the effectiveness of allocations as one of the most unique 
challenges to describing their decision-making processes and steps in allocating funding.  
Even with an increase in data analysis software, measuring the effectiveness of non-
assessment items as it relates to increasing student achievement remains a challenging 
aspect of allocating funding.  Over the past decade, analytic software programs have been 
developed to analyze student assessment data and identify standard-specific information 
to assist educational leaders with developing plans for the academic improvement of 
students.  However, this technology has not translated to non-assessment items such as 
facilities, school culture, parent involvement, and other critical areas identified in the 
eight state priority areas that must be addressed in the LCAP.  Thus, describing the 
decision-making processes when allocating funding as they relate to these areas was a 
challenge unique to educational leaders from this study.  In addition, it was noted by the 
educational leaders from this study that “measuring” is a difficult term due to the 
vagueness of what is considered effective.  Without a common definition of effective, 
educational leaders reported an array of measurements from percentages to number of 
items to whether or not allocated monies were spent as data for measuring the 
effectiveness of the allocations.  This was an alarming revelation as all of the budgets 
analyzed for this study allocated the majority of funding to personnel.  The lack of 
defined measures of effectiveness could result in a flawed decision-making process for 
allocating funding due to the fact that funding allocations could be a result of previous 
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data and or beliefs.  Multiple educational leaders reported continuing to allocate 
funding to specific personnel because, “it has always been done that way.”  This presents 
a significant challenge, as personnel and programs currently in place and receiving 
funding allocations are a result of old data and an out-of-date funding model.  Further 
analysis of this topic resulted in educational leaders from this study sharing that a small 
percentage of their annual budget is unallocated.  Therefore, a shift in the decision-
making process for allocating funding should occur to better align with the new LCAP 
requirements and to ensure that present-day allocations are being spent on present-day 
needs.       
Summary of challenges.  While previous research has examined school funding 
allocations, the educational leaders in this study reported three challenges that appear 
unique to the decision-making processes and steps in allocating funding.  These three 
challenges are: (a) the importance of collaboration, (b) balancing the needs of students 
with the needs of special interest groups, and (c) measuring the effectiveness of non-
assessment areas.  Overcoming these challenges appears to be a difficult undertaking and 
these challenges may prove insurmountable to educational leaders in their decision-
making process and steps when allocating funding.   
What are the factors that influence school administrators when it comes to 
allocating funding? 
 
Based on the outcomes of this study, educational leaders rely on a wide range of 
skills to effectively allocate funding.  One of the skills required by educational leaders is 
the ability to identify factors that influence funding allocations.  The challenges that 
appear common to educational leaders include, but are not limited to, addressing student 
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needs, developing district and school goals, and administrator training programs are 
key factors that require a continual development of their wide range of skills in order to 
maintain compliance with the changing rules and regulations associated with allocating 
funding.  In addition, there were challenges identified that appear more unique to 
educational leaders in light of the new LCFF, which include a lack of formal statewide 
student assessment data, the LCAP, and administrator training programs.  Each of these 
challenges that appear unique to educational leaders is discussed in the following section. 
Lack of formal statewide student assessment data.  Educational leaders in this 
study noted the importance of student needs as a primary factor that influences funding 
allocations.  More specifically, educational leaders noted the importance of using data as 
a key factor to drive the decision-making process for allocating funding.  However, data 
from the California Standards Tests, provided by the state and used by the state and 
federal levels to determine whether or not a school site and or district was performing at 
an acceptable level, have not been available for the past several years due to the transition 
to the Common Core State Standards and the Smarter Balanced Assessments.  
Historically, the formal statewide student assessment data have been a significant factor 
influencing funding allocations.  The lack of this data presents a unique challenge to 
educational leaders tasked with allocating funding to increase student achievement while 
not knowing how the students, school sites, and districts will be measured on this factor.  
Despite the unique challenge of not having statewide student assessment data, 
educational leaders in this study consistently emphasized the importance of using student 
assessment data to allocate funding.  Alternative assessments that could provide data on 
student achievement were identified, which was determined to be a key factor in making 
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their decisions for funding allocations.  However, the factor that educational leaders 
relied on the most for influencing funding allocations was individual student assessment 
data.  The analysis of this individualized data allowed the educational leaders to assess 
which items had the greatest impact on improving students’ scores and subsequently led 
to the reallocation of funding to ensure the services with the greatest impact received the 
greatest allocation of funding.    
While the approach to address the lack of formal statewide assessment identified 
by the educational leaders in this study addresses the need for student assessment data, it 
fails to align funding allocations to what the state and federal levels identify with being 
sufficient to increase student achievement.  This is a critical factor that influences funding 
allocations due to the potential state and federal sanctions that could be imposed on a 
school site and or district for failure to meet the necessary student achievement levels.  In 
addition, coupled with what educational leaders noted about the limited amount of 
discretionary funding that could be allocated due to personnel allocations, this factor 
becomes perhaps the most critical influence funding allocation within a school district.    
The Local Control Accountability Plan.  Compounding the lack of formal 
statewide student assessment data is the implementation of the new LCAP, which 
requires school sites and districts to “adopt regulations that govern the expenditure of the 
supplemental and concentration grant funding . . . which must increase and improve 
services for targeted students and will provide authority for school districts to spend 
funds” (Torlakson, 2013, para. 19).  While the state has not identified what the necessary 
threshold is to meet the terms of “increase and improve,” educational leaders from this 
study firmly believe the threshold will be tied to formal statewide student assessment 
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data.  Understanding the link between the LCAP and student achievement is a key 
factor that influences funding allocations.  However, in addition to the priority area of 
Student Achievement, the LCAP also identifies seven other areas of priority that must be 
addressed: School Climate, Basic Services, Student Engagement, Implementation of 
Common Core State Standards, Course Access, Parental Involvement, and Other Student 
Outcomes (California Department of Education, 2015).  Since the LCAP is the 
accountability tool for the state’s new LCFF, educational leaders noted the LCAP as a 
significant factor that influences funding allocations.  
Therefore, not only is it essential that educational leaders have the required data 
needed to analyze the increase and improvement to student achievement, but, perhaps 
even more significant, is the need for understanding how the LCAP will measure the 
increase and improvement to the other seven priority areas.  Unlike student assessment 
data, some of these areas cannot be measured with a score, but instead require a more 
creative way to measure the data.  This is a substantial departure from previous 
accountability measures that have been in place, which have influenced funding 
allocations.  It could be argued that the LCAP is the single greatest factor that influences 
funding allocations for today’s educational leaders. 
Administrator training programs.  As previously noted, educational leaders 
rely on a wide range of skills to effectively allocate funding.  Most surprisingly, one of 
the greatest factors identified by educational leaders in this study as having an influence 
on funding allocations was their administrative preparation program.  More specifically, 
educational leaders identified their lack of preparation from their administrative 
preparation program as a factor that influences their funding allocations.  Educational 
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leaders in this study considered their training programs as miserably inadequate and to 
a large extent irrelevant for preparing them for the skills necessary to effectively allocate 
funding. 
Given the educational leaders’ poor opinions of their training programs, it is not 
surprising that they looked within their respective districts and or county to meet their 
needs for training.  The approach of looking for on-the-job training is not a new concept; 
however, in light of the newness of the LCAP and the new LCFF funding model, 
educational leaders reported there were not many “experts” that could be found within 
districts and or counties to provide the necessary training.  This factor proved to be a 
significant influence on recent funding allocations because educational leaders allocated 
more funding to conferences, workshops, and other training opportunities in order to 
acquire the skills needed for leadership in the new era of funding.   
Summary of challenges.  While previous research has examined school funding 
allocations, the educational leaders in this study reported three challenges that appear 
unique to what factors influence school administrators when it comes to allocating 
funding: (a) The lack of formal statewide student assessment data, (b) the LCAP, and (c) 
administrator training programs.  Overcoming these challenges appears to be a difficult 
task and these challenges may prove overwhelming to educational leaders as they 
navigate the factors that influence school administrators when it comes to allocating 
funding.   
How does student achievement factor into budget decisions? 
The educational leaders who participated in this case study regularly discussed 
student achievement as one of the primary factors when making budget decisions.  While 
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this topic has been addressed throughout the case study, significant challenges were 
reported by the educational leaders regarding student achievement.  While some of these 
challenges appear common in the research of other educational leaders, which include, 
but are not limited to, utilizing formative assessment data and effectively measuring the 
impact budget decisions have on student achievement, several challenges were identified 
that appear more unique to educational leaders from the three districts that participated in 
this study.  The challenges unique to this study include the importance of school culture 
and providing focused professional development.  Each of these challenges that appear 
unique to educational leaders are discussed in the following section. 
The importance of school culture.  Perhaps the most surprising factor that 
educational leaders in this case study reported as having a large influence on budget 
decisions was the school culture.  While this was an unforeseen factor for the educational 
leaders that participated in this study, one of the state’s eight priority areas for the LCAP 
is School Climate (California Department of Education, 2015).  Educational leaders 
recognized the important link between student achievement and school culture or climate, 
especially as it relates to student suspension and expulsion rates.  These two areas 
contribute to students missing school, which has been identified as a priority area to be 
addressed by the state of California (California Department of Education, 2015).  As one 
educational leader who participated in this study put it, “As the culture began to change, 
people felt validated.  We started to see student performance increase” (District Office 
Administrator, 2015).  Addressing school culture was noted by several of the educational 
leaders who participated in this study to be a critical factor for increasing student 
achievement.  Focusing on building relationships with students, parents, and the 
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community are necessary elements for educational leaders to address in order to 
positively impact student achievement.  This focus has led to a more concerted effort to 
identify and implement programs designed to address relationship building and the 
teacher-student relationship.  There was a belief among the educational leaders from this 
study that students perform at a high level for teachers with whom they can connect on a 
personal level.  This connection presented a challenge for the educational leaders who 
participated in this study due to needing to make budget decisions to allocate money for 
these programs while simultaneously admitting that the effectiveness of these programs 
are often difficult to accurately measure.  However, while educational leaders reported 
that the benefits of this focus on school culture do pay dividends towards increasing 
student achievement, many shared they were hesitant to allocate funding to this area due 
to it taking away time from instructional learning and the high cost of implementing 
relationship-building activities such as field trips and other student-teacher relationship-
focused programs. 
Focused professional development.  Educational leaders who participated in this 
case study reported one specific factor, albeit a frustrating one, that had a significant 
influence on budget decisions.  That factor was the lack of training programs that are 
effectively preparing educational leaders on properly understanding how to measure 
student achievement and how those results could be used to drive budgetary decisions.  
Overwhelmingly, educational leaders who participated in this study reported learning 
very little from the majority of the student achievement-focused professional 
development conferences, workshops, and trainings.  Therefore, these focused 
professional development opportunities impacted their budget such that there was a cost 
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associated with attending the professional development training, but the return on 
investment from attending these trainings was virtually zero.  In other words, while the 
focus of the training was increasing student achievement, there was nothing of value 
learned from the trainings that could be implemented to actually increase student 
achievement.  The professional development training required a budget allocation, but it 
did not result in an increase in student achievement.  However, educational leaders did 
note that the majority of their “training” on increasing student achievement came from 
dialogue with other educational leaders from within and outside their districts.  As one 
educational leader shared, “I attend three to four professional developments per year . . . 
but I get most of my professional development through dialogue with colleagues” 
(Elementary School Principal).  Therefore, it is critical that educational leaders avoid the 
pitfalls of some professional development opportunities and identify those focused 
professional development trainings that will provide the largest return on investment.  
Furthermore, professional development trainings should have a singular focus over a 
period of time in lieu of selecting from a menu of professional development opportunities 
that may or may not be connected in their focus. 
Summary of challenges.  Despite previous research examining school funding 
allocations, the educational leaders in this study reported two significant challenges that 
appear unique to how student achievement factors into budget decisions: (a) the 
importance of school culture and (b) focused professional.  An educational leader’s 
ability to overcome these challenges appears to be a grim task, and these challenges may 
prove insurmountable to educational leaders as they traverse how student achievement 
factors into budget decisions.        
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Recommendations 
Recommendations presented in the following pages are based on this study’s 
findings, results, and conclusions.  Recommendations are provided for educational 
leaders who oversee funding allocations at the site, district, and county levels.  Further 
recommendations are described for future research on the subject of funding allocations 
and increasing student achievement.  Since this study was designed as a multisite case 
study involving three school districts, recommendations are being made to facilitate 
further thinking, dialogue, and research rather than provide definite solutions to the 
challenges associated with the role educational leaders have in allocating funding.  
Educational Leaders in the Era of the LCAP 
The findings of this study demonstrate many significant challenges educational 
leaders face when allocating funding.  The challenges of balancing stakeholder needs 
with increasing student achievement is exacerbated due to the newness of the LCAP and 
the scarcity of statewide assessment data that assist with data-driven decision-making 
when determining funding allocations.  Therefore, educational leaders are recommended 
to be proactive about building a professional network with other educational leader 
colleagues.  As educational leaders have described in this case study, administrator 
training programs and professional development opportunities have very little value in 
terms of increasing the knowledge necessary for educational leaders to make important 
funding allocations.  Being able to access a network of peers for guidance, feedback, and 
advice seems particularly critical given the significant funding allocations counties, 
districts, and school sites receive from revenues streams.  Learning from other 
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educational leaders’ experiences will likely help educational leaders avoid the mistakes 
that may result in significant financial missteps and thus maximize student achievement. 
Administrator Training and Credentialing Programs 
Administrator training and credentialing programs are faced with tremendous 
opportunities to fulfill a growing need for educational leaders in public education.  These 
programs should consider offering specialized courses and degrees to students interested 
in pursuing an educational leader position.  In addition, these programs should consider 
offering specialized courses and programs targeted to current educational leaders 
interested in further developing their skills.  The findings and results of this study 
highlight the significant deficiencies of current administrator training and credentialing 
programs and may provide a starting point for identifying the necessary content and skills 
to teach in these courses.  Critical topics that lend themselves to courses designed for 
educational leaders include, but are not limited to: 
 Collaborating with Purpose: a course designed to teach important skills 
associated with collaboration for educational leaders and how to facilitate 
dialogue focused on balancing the needs of students with the needs of special 
interest groups, how to collaborate as a professional development tool, and how 
to have critical conversations. 
 Measuring the Effectiveness of Non-Assessment Items: a course designed to 
identify ways to qualitatively and quantitatively measure the effectiveness on 
non-traditional assessments, how to develop instruments for measuring 
effectiveness, and why non-assessment items are important to measure. 
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 Local Control Accountability Plan 101: a course designed to assist educational 
leaders with understanding the LCAP, the priority areas, the measurement tool 
used to assess these priority areas, as well as how to write LCAP goals and how 
to identify programs and practices that effectively address the goals of the LCAP.  
Students in this class could develop strategies to gather stakeholder input, 
tabulate the ideas generated from the stakeholder input, and synthesize the 
information into a simulated written LCAP. 
 School Culture – Why it is Important?: a course designed to assist educational 
leaders in understanding the importance of school culture and activities, 
strategies, and programs to promote a positive school culture.  A positive school 
culture is more than reducing suspension and expulsion rates; this course would 
provide the research associated with building a positive school culture and 
introduce programs that have been proven to be successful. 
Educational leaders would benefit greatly from these offerings, especially those 
educational leaders in remote areas that may not have access to networking opportunities 
with peers to receive the professional development in these areas.  In this researcher’s 
opinion, there is a significant need in the public education system for more visionary and 
innovative leaders capable of allocating funding to those items that have the greatest 
impact on increasing student achievement.  It would be of great benefit to the public 
education system to provide courses such as those described that are taught by 
educational leaders well versed in these areas and made available in traditional learning 
centers as well as in non-traditional learning centers such as online learning portals.  
Providing these services to educational leaders would increase their skill level while 
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simultaneously exposing them to new strategies and resources to more effectively 
allocate funding with the goal of increasing student achievement. 
The Future of Education Leadership 
Educational leaders with more than 20 years of experience should anticipate 
significant challenges in recruiting and hiring future educational leaders due to the 
changing landscape of educational funding in California.  The role of an educational 
leader is difficult, it requires an array of skills and talents, and the administrator training 
and credentialing programs do not appear to be sufficiently preparing educational leaders 
for the future of leadership.  For this reason, current educational leaders will likely need 
to plan on grooming future leaders from within their school district.  Educational leaders 
may also want to consider identifying and or forming partnerships with neighboring 
districts to defray the costs of training the future educational leaders.  Districts could 
share resources and provide specialized “in-house” courses and training programs similar 
to those previously recommended in this chapter.  Utilizing a shared training approach 
could provide districts with access to individuals with the skills and tools needed to 
effectively address the challenges presented in this case study.  Furthermore, this 
approach could close the learning gap experienced when new educational leaders enter 
the field lacking the skills necessary to effectively allocate funding to increase student 
achievement.      
Recommendations for Future Research 
Educational leaders require knowledge and skills to effectively navigate the 
challenges associated with allocating funding.  Educational leaders must successfully 
design and allocate budgets that specifically increase student achievement.  
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Understanding the challenges and the needs associated with being an effective 
educational leader is critical during this era of education.  The following are some 
recommendations for future research on the role educational leaders have in allocating 
funding: 
 Build on the qualitative nature of this study by developing a broader, quantitative 
study on the skills needed by educational leaders to effectively allocate funding.  
This type of study could survey educational leaders from counties, districts, and 
schools from across the nation. 
 Examine in more depth the process administrator training and credentialing 
programs use to develop programs with a focus on the frequency with which 
these programs are updated and revised based on current trends in education.  
Currently, the data from this study suggest the content of administrator training 
and credentialing programs does not reflect the current trends and focus areas in 
education.  The process used by these programs could be of great importance to 
future educational leaders. 
 Re-examine this case study at a later date when statewide assessment data 
becomes available and can be used as a tool to measure schools and districts.  
This study was conducted at the early stages of the new LCFF and LCAP; 
therefore, there was limited statewide assessment data that could be used by 
educational leaders to determine if funding allocations were increasing student 
achievement as measured by the state. 
 Measure the impact of networking with other educational leaders.  This type of 
study could measure whether educational leaders who develop strong networks 
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with peers are more successful at allocating funding when compared to those 
educational leaders that do not have strong networks.  In addition, it could 
measure whether peer networking support has any impact on educational 
leadership.    
Summary 
The increased focus on funding allocations in light of the recently adopted LCFF 
appears warranted and reflective on the future of education in the state of California.  The 
design and allocation of funding in a school district is not a simple task.  Educational 
leaders are provided a substantial amount of money to allocate as needed to manage a 
school site or district, but ultimately have the challenge of using the funding to increase 
student achievement.  While educational leaders who participated in this case study have 
relied on many of the same leadership skills during the previous funding model, 
educational leaders in this study identified numerous skills and challenges that appear 
unique to today’s funding model, the LCFF.  There is a greater need for collaboration, 
communication, critical thinking, and creativity for future educational leaders, which 
were skills that were not necessarily required by educational leaders in the previous 
funding model.  Educational leaders who participated in this study emphasized, among 
other skills, the importance of collaboration, the impact of school culture, and the need 
for focused professional development.   
Overall, educational leaders need to be proficient at a wide variety of skills in 
order to effectively manage the task of allocating funding.  Although there appears to be a 
critical need for future educational leaders with the skills necessary to be considered 
highly qualified, there are benefits to the findings, results, and recommendations 
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presented in this case study.  However, it is necessary that current educational leaders 
develop systems to address the shortcoming of administrator training and credentialing 
programs in order to effectively prepare the future generations of educational leaders to 
allocate funding.     
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol 
 
 
 
One-to-One Educational Leader Interview Protocol 
Study: The Role of Educational Leaders in Allocating Funding to Increase Student 
Achievement 
Time of Interview: 
Date: 
Place: 
Interviewer: 
Interviewee: 
Position of interviewee: 
Study Description: 
This study is intended to clarify the decision-making process educational leaders’ 
use when allocating funding.   More specifically, this case study will examine the 
influences that affect educational leaders’ decisions when determining funding 
allocations in California.   
I will be digitally recording this interview and then use the recording for 
transcribing the interview. I will provide you with a copy of the transcription in order to 
check for accuracy. 
 
Questions (the sections divide the questions as they pertain to the three overall 
research questions): 
Section 1: How do school administrators describe their decision making processes and 
steps in allocating funding?   
Section 2: What are the factors that influence school administrators’ decisions when it 
comes to allocating funding? 
Section 3: How does student achievement factor into budget decisions?  
Section 1 Questions: 
1) What is your current role within the district?  What experiences do you have with 
school funding? 
 
2) In general, what are the biggest challenges that you have faced in deciding the process 
for allocate funding? 
 
3) What are the biggest challenges related to measuring the effectiveness of funding 
allocations? 
 
4) What professional development or trainings have you attended to better understand the 
process of receiving and allocating funding? 
 
5) What, if any, outside support and resources have you relied on to overcome the 
challenges associated with school budgeting? In what ways did these resources help you? 
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Section 2 Questions: 
1) What skills and knowledge have you relied on most heavily when allocating funding? 
 
2) In what areas have you felt inadequately prepared to oversee budget development and 
implementation?  Please describe why. 
 
3) What is your current role in overseeing and implementing the budget within the school 
district? 
 
4) How well do you think your training program prepared you to effectively manage a 
budget?    
 
5) What things to do consider when developing a budget? 
 
6) What data do you use to determine which student populations have the greatest need 
for intervention? 
 
7)  How do you determine what interventions to offer to those students? 
 
Section 3 Questions: 
1) What kinds of inputs do you consider when measuring student achievement? 
 
2) What school-related factors have the greatest ability to increase student achievement?  
How do these factors impact budgetary decisions? 
 
3) What professional development or trainings have you attended to better understand the 
process of increasing student achievement? 
 
4) How well do you think principal training and administrative credentialing programs 
are preparing future school leaders to increase student achievement? 
 
5) How do you measure the effectiveness of the dollars allocated to student populations 
and interventions? 
 
I sincerely appreciate your participation in this study. You and your school will be 
described anonymously in this study and all of your responses will remain confidential. 
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Appendix B: Participant Invitation Letter 
 
Dear Mr./Mrs. XXXX, 
 
My name is C.W. Smith and I am a doctoral candidate with Drexel University. In 
collaboration with my supervising professor, Dr. Salvatore Falletta, I am writing to invite 
you to participate in a research study on the role of educational leaders in allocating 
funding to increase student achievement.  This study is being conducted as part of my 
Doctorate Degree in Educational Leadership and Management at Drexel University and 
will serve to fulfill my dissertation requirement.  This study will seek to clarify the 
decision-making process needed by school leaders to effectively allocate funds to 
positively increase student achievement.  The purpose of this study is to examine the 
influences that affect educational leaders’ decisions when determining funding 
allocations in California and ultimately inform institutions that train educational leaders 
about the evolving leadership skills needed in today’s challenging financial times. 
Participation in the study would require a one-to-one interview with you.  The 
interviews are expected to last anywhere between 45 and 90 minutes each. In addition, 
the study will also need to review artifacts that relate to the qualifications, skills, and 
experience of your leadership.  Artifacts may include a job posting and job description, a 
copy of your leadership credentials, and a copy of any internal leadership training 
documents or manuals associated with student achievement and/or budgeting. 
Please note that participation in this study is completely voluntary and that all 
participants will remain anonymous.  There are no perceived risks involved with this 
study. If you are interested in participating in this study or have any questions, please 
contact me. Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
C.W. Smith 
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Appendix C: Participant Consent Form 
 
 
 
Dear Participant, 
 
By signing this consent form, you are agreeing to participate in a research study 
being conducted by C.W. Smith, the principal investigator.  The purpose of the research 
study is to examine the decision-making process educational leaders’ use when allocating 
funding.   More specifically, this case study will examine the influences that affect 
educational leaders’ decisions when determining funding allocations in California.   
The interview is designed to last approximately 45-90 minutes and you will be 
asked a variety of questions regarding your training and professional development as it 
relates to increasing student achievement and overseeing a budget, any areas that training 
programs did not address areas in your current position, as well as questions regarding 
your challenges when allocating funding, among other related questions. This interview 
will be recorded. Results of this study will be used in a dissertation as part of Drexel 
University’s Doctorate in Educational Leadership and Management Program. Please 
understand that your participation is completely voluntary and that you are free to 
withdraw at any time. Please feel free to ask any questions you have about this study. 
There are no known risks and/or discomforts associated with this study and your 
name will not be associated with the research findings. The expected benefits associated 
with your participation in this study is to help clarify the training needs of school 
administrators in the areas of student achievement and allocating funding and inform 
administrator training programs how to improve to meet the needs of today’s K-12 public 
schools. 
By signing below, I agree to being interviewed and recorded for the purposes of 
the above described research study. 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
Name (printed) 
 
 
____________________________________________  ____________________ 
Name (signed)       Date 
 
 
____________________________________________ 
Your Title 
 
